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finest tribute ever accorded to sterling merit is in Tae Lawcer, of 
August 8 1991, on a fe ene «apr of Bm kay ec Comin 

Natural By ohannis” —the Report—being selected from 
Gmongui the Natural Mineral Waters of the world as worthy of this distinction. 
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THE KING OF NATURAL TABLE WATERS. 
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prices per Dozen delivered :— 
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LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
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ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 

WE :ssvz this week a quarterly digest, not merely, as hitherto, 
only of cases in the Sonrorrors’ Jovrwat and Weext 
Rerorrsr, but also of cases reported in the other series 
reports. It is hoped that by this means our readers will 
enabled at frequent intervals to ascertain whether 
case has yet been reported, and where i 








week and last week; and wi 

a fortnight, with the exception of 

the hearing of witness acti i 
motions petitions will be heard by Mr. 
Thursdays and Saturdays. 





Accorpinc To the summary of the scheme for the new Teach 
ing University for London, which has bee 
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of the Senate by the Incorporated Law Society 

the Inns of Court. ‘‘under certain reservations, 
Inns of Court and the Law Soci 

admitted as schools of the university. Until 

published in extenso it cannot be ascertained ho 

the direction of providing for the creation 

but it is, at all events, sati 

it to the teaching functions of the 





SomME TIME AGO a magistrate refused to issue 
arrest for an offence under section 18 of the 
tions Act, 1835, against a man who, it was in order 
borrow money on the security of certain land, had made 
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Tuz supers of the Chancery Division have issued 
directions with to originating summonses as to 
there has been di in appearance. Our renters 
15 





230 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


a ee 


So ee aE ae 


Feb. 16, 1894s | 








recollect that we have before called attention to the terms of pared 


ord. 13, r. 15 (ante, p. 93), and in doing so we expressed a ho 
that the judges mid | give some general directions which would 
save the necessity of making special application in every case. 
It is, therefore, with satisfaction that we welcome the present set 
of regulations, which provide a uniform procedure for all the 
chambers alike. It will be noticed that the language of ord. 13, 
r. 15, is preserved, which provides that the judge shall appoint 
a time for the hearing upon such conditions (if any) as he shall 
think fit. The notice of hearing is in all cases to be filed in 
default of appearance under ord. 67, r. 4, and we apprehend 
that only in very exceptional cases will any further condition be 
imposed. 


Tue Court or Arrgat have held in Re The Lands Allotment 
Co. (Limited) (reported elsewhere) that directors are implied 
trustees within section 1 of the Trustee Act, 1888, and 
consequently are trustees who may sae the Statute of Limita- 
tions under section 8 of that Act, subject to the exceptions in the 
section contained. It is satisfactory to have this question at 
length set at rest, and in a manner which is obviously in accord- 
ance with the spirit of the Act. As we pointed out last week, 
implied trustees as a rule have never been debarred from 
“mar mp the statute, and they do not require, therefore, the 

nefit of section 8. But in certain cases persons who, by inter- 
meddling with oxisting trusts, have become constructively 
trustees, or who, in the absence of any trust, are in a fiduciary 
relation to others, have been put in respect of the statute on the 
footing of express trustees, and in the latter class are directors 
of companies. Whether all the persons so treated are properly 
described as implied trustees is perhaps after all not very 
material. Tho rule which has been applied to them is not 
statutory, but simply a rule of courts of equity. In the absence 
of any statutory limitation, equity has chosen to treat them as 
trustees, and to acknowledge no period of limitation, instead of 
adopting a six years’ limit in analogy to the statute. But now 
that the Legislature has so far interfered with the rule of equity 
as to enable even express trustees to plead the statute, the rule 
must be taken to be altered in all other cases as well. Implied 
trustees are specially mentioned, and, if directors are included 
under this term, there is an end of the matter. But even if they 
are not included, the High Court, which has only applied to 
them the rule of equity on the footing of their being express 
trustees, ought not to continue to do this after the rule has been 
aa. as to express trustees by statute. Whatever reasoning 
be adopted, however, it may now be taken to be settled that 
directors can plead the statute in all cases save where they 
have been parties to a fraud, or retain, or have previously con- 
verted to their own use property of the company. 





Some weeks have elapsed since we drew attention in these 
columns to an oversight in the new procedure relating to origi- 
nating summonses and the forms thereunder prescribed by 
R. 8. C., November, 1898. As we pointed out then (ante, 
p. 161), neither rules nor forms are readily adaptable to ex parte 
applications, which, in the Chancery Divieion at any rate, are 
constantly made by originating summons. In the remarks 
we then made we suggested what additions to the existing pro- 
cedure were, in our opinion, necessary to complete the code. 
‘No steps have at present been taken in the direction indicated 
to supply the defects to which we alluded,—nor is it now prob- 
able that, until the Rule Committee once again address them- 
selves to the vexed question of service out of the jurisdiction (as 
‘we sincerely trust they will shortly do), we shall have any relief 
from the anomalies with which we are at present troubled. 
Meantime, though judges may linger, suitors cannot wait. At 

esent, if our information is correct, the practice is more or less 
in a state of chaos, a condition of things of which practitioners 
may with good reason complain. We bélieve that, as described 
below, a varying practice prevails as to the ex parte applications 
to which we have referred. In the chambers of some of the 


judges of the Chancery Division no originating summons is 
accepted which does not accord with the new forms, whilst else- 
where, in ¢x parte cases, the old procedure is being followed. 


to issue either form of summons—that is to say, one 
under the new practice, which failed to recognize the necessity 
for special provisions to meet the case of a summons with no 
respondent, or one in the old form, which involves recourse to 
rules which have been expressly abrogated. Either alternative 
is, of course, anomalous. It is greatly to be regretted that, 
when the new practice was under consideration, the claims of 
the ex parte summons were lost sight of, though it is easy to 
understand how the omission arose. Such a summons, indeed 
—a summons which, in fact, summons nobody—is almost a con- 
tradiction in terms; but for more than forty years the old form, 
commencing, as we all know, with the words “ Let all parties 
concerned attend,” &c., has done good service and has caused 
no confusion. It has been used in all cases, whether there was 
a respondent or not. It cannot be said that a form which pre- 
supposes a defendant or respondent, and requires him to appear 
within a specified number of days after service is ae elastic. 
Indeed, for an ex parte case, it is manifestly absurd. However, 
we have to make the best of things as they are, and until the 
authorities provide us with the necessary machinery in the shape 
of rules bringing the practice with regard to originating sum- 
monses ¢x parte into line with that regulating summonses to 
which there are defendants or respondents, we must just do the 
best we can, sincerely trusting that our expedients for over- 
coming obvious difficulties may have but a very brief 
existence. Upon the whole, in spite of several grave and 
weighty objections, we are di to think that the more 
convenient course is that which is being most generally 
followed—viz., to adhere to the old practice. True enough, 
this involves recourse to rules which have ceased to exist, and 
brings us face to face with the anomaly that a summons issued 
ex parte will be sealed at the chambers of the particular judge 
to whom it is assigned, whilst one for precisely the same object 
of which service is required will bear only the seal of the 
Central Office. These cannot be considered as matters of great 
moment if the authorities at the Oentral Office are justified 
(we are not now arguing that they are not justified) in com- 
pletely ignoring, so far as the Queen’s Bench Division is con- 
cerned, the whole of the new rules affecting procedure by 
originating summons. 





PENDING soME action by the Rule Committee in the direction 
we have indicated, we may be allowed to plead on behalf of 
solicitors for the adoption by the chief ei in Chancery of 
some settled plan for minimizing the inconvenience arising from 
the cause we have mentioned. The confusion occasioned by 
each separate chief clerk acting upon his own view of what 
ought to be done under the circumstances is well nigh intolerable 
to practitioners, and calls forth loud complaints on all sides at 
the present chaotic state of affairs. Let us consider for a moment 
what is occurring over and over again every day. A solicitor 
desires to issue an ex parte originating summons in the Chancery 
Division. For this Fg sa he applies at the Central Office for 
information as to the proper form of summons. The answer 
there given to him is that the form depends upon the judge, as 
all the chief clerks have different views on the matter. He 
thereupon fills up the form of summons “not inter partes” as 
being the most suitable. On applying to issue the summons at 
the Central Office, a judge is assigned to him by ballot and the 
judge’s name sealed on his summons. He then takes the 
summons to Chancery Chambers and is told that the new form 
is inapplicable to ex parte originating summonses and he must 
alter it to the old form, which necessitates another journey to 
the Central Office and gives him much trouble and causes need- 
less waste of time, for he has to journey back again up countless 
stairs and along endless corridors to cery Chambers. But 
the next time he comes to repeat the operation in another case 
he is forewarned, and c y fills up his summons in the old 
form. Being assigned a different judge, he is told, on arriving at 
chambers, that the old form is abolished and he must alter it to 
the new form. Back in he tramps to the Central Office, 
where he is accommodatingly informed that he may have any 
form he pleases, as there is no settled practice and everybody is 
as bewildered as he is. If he thereupon uses what carefully 





The authorities at the Central Office are, we understand, pre- 


brought up children call ‘“‘naughty swear words” is he to be 
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considered as guilty of unprofessional behaviour? There are 
twelve chief clerks in Chancery, and as some demand the old 
form, some the new form unaltered, some the new form adapted 
to suit their various ideas of the fitness of things, have we, we 
ask, overstated the case in saying that the present state of affairs 
is chaotic, and intolerable to solicitors? Rarely a@ modus vivendi 
might be established provisionally by agreement among the 
chief clerks about such a trifling technical matter as this. The 
Rule Committee may (with expedition) deal with it by the end 
of the year. 





Tue sJuRispicTion of the court to order payment of money into 
court upon the admission of a defendant that it is in his - 
sion or under his control was probably carried further by Mr. 
Justice Norra in Re Beeney (reported elsewhere) than in an 
previous case. Rule 6 of order 32 empowers the court, “ where 
admissions of fact have been made, either on the pleadings or 
otherwise,” to make, upon the application of any party, such 
order ‘‘as upon such admissions he may be entitled to.” In 
Re Beeney a motion was made by the plaintiffs that the defend- 
ant, who was the sole surviving executor and trustee of a will, 
might be ordered to pay a sum of £535 into court, on the 
ground that he had admitted that that was the amount of the 
share of the plaintiffs in the testator’s residuary estate, aud that 
it was uninvested and in his hands or under his control. A 
clerk of the plaintiffs’ solicitors made an affidavit in which he 
stated that at an interview which he had had with the defendant, 
he pressed the defendant for information as to the security upon 
which the trust fund was invested, and the defendant admitted 
that the fund, “ the plaintiffs’ share of which, he said, amounted 
to about £535, was not invested, but that a portion of it was in 
a bank and the remainder was in his own hands.” Notice of 
the motion had been served upon the defendant nally. 
The notice of motion stated that certain ified affidavits, of 
which the above affidavit was one, would be read on behalf 
of the plaintiffs at the hearing of the motion, and copies 
of these affidavits were served on the defendant with the 
notice of motion. The defendant did not answer the affidavits, 
and he did not appear upon the hearing of the motion. Under 
these circumstances Mr. Justice Norrx held that there had been 
a sufficient admission by the defendant to enable him to order 
the money to be paid into court. His lordship thought that 
London Syndicate y. Lord (8 Ch. D. 84) and Freeman v. Cox (8 
Ch. D. 148) justified him in making such an order, and that the 
authority of those cases had not been shaken by the Court of 
Appeal in Hollis v. Burton (1892, 3 Ch. 226). In London 
Syndicate vy. Lord (8 Oh. D., at p. 90) the late Sir G. Jzsszt, 
sitting in the Court of Appeal, said: ‘‘ It has been held by the 
Court of Chancery for many years, that an admission of a sum 
being due is sufficient to ground an order upon him to pay the 
sum into court. There is not, as far as I know, any virtue in 
one mode of admission rather than in another. What the court 
has to be satisfied of is that the defendant has admitted the 
amount to be due.” Mr. Justice Norrn’s decision appears 
be in strict conformity with these observations of Sir rh JESSEL, 
and it is important as shewing that in the opinion of the learned 
judge the observations of the Oourt of Appeal, and of Lord 
Justice Kay in particular, in Hollis vy. Burton are in no way in- 
consistent with those of Sir G. Jxesser. So far as we know, 
this is the first instance of an order to pay money into court 
being made upon a merely verbal admission. 





Some ALTERATIONS of great importance have been made in the 
Local Government Bill in committee of the House of Lords. 
They relate chiefly to the qualification of parochial electors, the 
Flee fo of rates for parochial purposes, the powers of a parish 
council for the compulsory acquisition of the management 
of parochial charities, the constitution of boards of i 
pat g the application of the Act to London. The effect of these 
amendments may be summarized as follows: (1) lodgers and 
persons possessing only the “ service franchise” and others (if 
any) who are qualified as parliamentary, but not as local 
hee electors, will a be included in the number of 
parochial electors—i.c., will not vote at parish meetings or at 
elections of parish councils and district councils; (2) a 


Y | damage and 





council is not to have power to make an order under 
the Poor Rate &c., Act, 1869, s. 4, that the 
owners, instead of the occupiers, shall pay the rates; the 
system of ay gee for rates where it already exists is 
left untouched by this provision, but it is abolished for the 
future in rural es except by ere arrangement; (3) 
the clause enacting that provisional orders of the Local Govern- 
ment Board for the compu’ acquisition of land by a parish 
council shall not require tion by Parliament has been 
struck out of the Bill, and extensive alterations have been 
made in the provision as to the compulsory hiring of land for 
allotments, and particularly in those relating to the compensa- 
tion for severance payable to the owners and 
occupiers, and to the tenant’s com on under the Agricul- 
t Holdings Act, and the landlord’s compensation for 
Setcstantien of his land on the determination 
of the tenancy created by the compulsory hiring; (4) in the 
clause which deals with ial charities the sub section 
which laid upon parish councils an obligation to “swamp” 
the trustees —— Rn open the pean of a wae 
creating a parochial chari appointing a sufficient num 
of addliionsl tonstoen, han Alek , and a clause has been 
added excepting from the general transfer of the management 
of parochial charities to the parish councils charities which are 
vested in the ministers or officers of any religious denomination ; 
(5) The general abolition of ex officio remains, but is 
immediately followed by a provision the creation of a new 
class of ex officio pass $B abs sg the county councillors for a 
district situate wholly or partly within a union, and the Local 
Government Board is to retain power to nominate guardians in 
the London unions; (6) The application to London vestries of 
the provisions as to the election and qualification of district 
councillors has been rejected. It is ext that the report 
stage of the Bill in the House of Lords will be taken on 
Monday next. 





A pxcision of some interest and importance was given by a 
divisional court in the case of Zhe og Manufacturing Co. v. 
The London and South-Western Railway Co. (reported in another 
column). The question concerned the rights of a railwa 
company to assert a lien as against the true owner of 
deposited in their cloak-room by a person who, although not the 
true owner, was in lawful possession of them and had a right to 
take them with him on a journey, and to place them in the 
cloak-room, The goods in question were the subject of a wine 
agreement, by the terms of which they remained the property 
the plaintiffs until all the instalments were paid, and were 
— by the hirer in the cloak-room of the defendants, who 

used to give them up until their for storage were pai 
The ground upon which the court decided in favour o 
defendants’ contention was that a cloak-room, being a “ reason- 
able facility,” which the railway com is bound to provide 
for the receiving and forwarding of the goods must be 





F 


to | considered as having been placed in the a eo 
van- 


carriage, and that, therefore, they were entitled to take 
tage of the well-known “ carrier’s lien” in of their 
charges, a lien which is good against all the world. It is to be 
noted, however, that the were in the possession of the 
depositor with the full consent of the true owners, and it may 
well be doubted whether the principle of the decision would 
apply in a case where the property ted was stolen or was 
for some other reason not in the lawful possession of the 
depositor. 





of considerable public importance 

registrars of county courts. It was there held by the Court of 
Appeal (Lorzs and Davey, LJJ.) in a considered Np 
that the registrar has power, under section 90 the 
County Courts Act, 1888, with leave of the judge, to try and 
dispose of all undefended actions of contract in the manner pre- 
scribed by that enactment, and that where the plaintiff has 
issued a default summons and the defendant has given notice of 
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amount claimed by him. Having regard to the language of 
section 90 of the County Courts Act, 1888, it would certainly 
seem to warrant the present decision, though we cannot help 
thinking that it will be a surprise to some to discover that the 
enactment has so wide an application. As, however, the regis- 
trar’s jurisdiction under the section can only be exercised “by 
leave of the judge, or in case of the judge’s death or unavoidab 
absence,” and as, moreover, the judgment and execution obtained 
from the registrar may be set aside by the judge and a new trial 

ted on such terms as he may require, the chances of any 
injustice being done are certainly minimized, if not altogether 
obviated. 


SERVICE AND OATHS IN GERMANY. 


One cannot but pity the woes of the poor practitioner who is 
suing a defendant in Germany. The German courts are at 
present passing through a phase with regard to all other courts 
in the civilized world. Their temper and policy may be summed 
up in the familiar phrase “ Trespassors will be prosecuted,” 
with an additional warning that, if any person is found on that 
land with any foreign legal document in his possession, with the 
felonious intention of serving the same upon any child of the 
Fatherland, consequences will ensue. Let our readers, there- 
fore, be prepared for the worst. 

Some short time ago a British subject resident in England 
desired to sue a Prussian subject carrying on business in 
Berlin. The contract was to be performed in England, and 
an order was made for service of notice of writ in Berlin. 
The notice was duly served on the defendant by a Prussian 
subject not connected with the law, and after service the 
Prussian went to the British consulate to swear the affidavit 
of service. The British consul told him that swearing was 
a forbidden luxury in Prussia except to a privileged few, 
but he would take his declaration, which he did. On being 
presented to the English court, the declaration was contemptu- 
ously refused, and the plaintiff was told that the English court 
ms A have an affidavit and nothing but an affidavit. There- 
upon the plaintiff in England altered the form of declaration to 
that of an affidavit and sent it out again to be sworn to. The 
deponent took it to the British consul, who, on seeing that it 

been altered to an affidavit, became alarmed at the possible 
consequences which might ensue. He impounded the document 
and warned the deponent off the premises. The solicitor in 
England then communicated with a German lawyer, who 
humbly petitioned the Amtsgericht at Berlin to appoint a 
day when the deponent could be sworn. The Amtsgericht 
in its clemency appointed a ‘day, and the deponent and the 
German lawyer duly attended for the former to be sworn 
to an affidavit of service of notice of writ. The Amtsgericht, 
after hearing the application, adjourned the matter for 
a fortnight. to consider what should be done. (This may 
ae to bean absurd exaggeration, but it is strictly true.) At 

e end of the fortnight the Amtsgericht roundly rated the 
luckless Prussian who had served the notice, and, after scolding 
everybody concerned, refused to swear the deponent, adding 
that as the notice had not been served by a German lawyer or 
other accredited officer of the German court, the court would 
have nothing whatever to do with it. On being apprised of this 
the plaintiff's solicitor in England applied to a London firm of 
German agents for advice, and was told that if he took his 
deponent out of Prussia into Saxony a British consul in the 
latter State might swear him, there being no restriction under 
the German law, as distinguished from Prussian law, against a 
consul administering an oath. After this the deponent was 
taken to Leipsig, but the British consul there said that, though 
he could administer an oath for the purpose of the English 
court, he could only swear a German subject who was domiciled 
in Saxony. This little comedy occupied three months, and as a 
last desperate resource the plaintiff's solicitor in England sent 
out a courageous clerk who invaded Prussia, served the defend- 
ant, and escaped to England in safety, where he finally made an 
affidavit of service. This is only ono out of several cases of the 
kind which have been brought to our notice. Is it not time that 
og oy Stang be done to establish a better understanding 
with the German court ? 





After reading the above our readers will hardly be surprised 
to hear that under stress of necessity a short cut out of the diffi- 
culty has been found which is as ingenious as it is illegitimate. 
The German courts will have no swearing if they can “yi it. 
The English court will have no evidence except on oath from 
anyone who has no conscientious scruple to being sworn. How 


le | to satisfy both is the problem before the English solicitor or 


rocess server. A way has beenfound. We do not recommend 

it, but merely describe it as an apt illustration of the truth of 
the old saying that necessity knows no law. 

In England any person who has no religious belief, or to 


| whom the taking of any oath is contrary to his religious belief, 


may make an affirmation according to prescribed form. The 
affirmation begins, ‘‘I, A. B., do solemnly and sincerely affirm,” 
and the attestation simply runs, “‘ Affirmed at,” &c. The docu- 
ment, therefore, contains no words to shew that the deponent 
has no religious belief or has a conscientious objection to taking 
an oath. e German court has no objection to anyone being 
affirmed, and the English court has no power on being con- 
fronted with an affirmation to inquire whether or not the 
deponent was a person within the terms of the Oaths Act, 1888. 
Here, then, is a way out of the difficulty, and we grieve to say 
that, judging from the increased number of affirmations of ser- 
vice which come from Germany, we fear the number of persons 
in that country who have no religious belief must have suddenly 
ircreased of late ; though, of course, the increase may be due to 
the spread of conscientious objections to incurring the wrath 
of the German court by taking the oath. Seriously, if this 
palpable evasion of the Oaths Act, 1888, is admitted as legiti- 
mate in the case of Germans, there does not seem to be any 
reason why English subjects should not be allowed to affirm 
also as a mere matter of preference or convenience. 





ASSIGNMENTS OF TRADE MACHINERY. 


Tue case of Small v. National Provincial Bank of England (ante, 
p- 217) recently decided by Srreuine, J., is an interesting 
commentary on the rule established by Re Yates, Batcheldor v. 
Yates (36 W. Ri. 563, 38 Ch. D. 112) that fixtures consisting of 
trade machinery can be effectively mortgaged, provided they 
are not specially mentioned in the mortgage deed, but are left 
to pass to the mortgagee with the land. Otherwise, if they are 
specially mentioned, the mortgage will probably become a bill of 
sale, and be void as to them though good as to the other pro- 
perty comprised in it (Re Burdett, Ex parte Byrne, 36 W. R. 345, 
20 Q. B. D. 310). 

Section 4 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, provides that “ per- 
sonal chattels” shall include goods and other articles capable of 
complete transfer by delivery, and (when separately assigned or 
charged) fixtures, but shall not include fixtures (except trade 
machinery) when assigned with the land; and by section 7 
fixtures are not to be deemed to be separately assigned or charged 
by reason only that they are assigned by separate words, pro- 
vided that by the same instrument a freehold or leasehold 
interest in the land is conveyed or assigned to the same person. 
The rule, then, as to fixtures which are not trade machinery is 
clear. A separate assignment of them is a bill of sale, though 
they are not separately assigned if, by the same deed, the land 
to which they are affixed also passes. But fixed trade machinery, 
which is excepted from the negative part of the definition of 
personal chattels, is by section 5 expressly added to the affirma- 
tive part, that section providing that trade machinery (including, 
therefore, fixed trade machinery) shall, for the purposes of the 
Act, be deemed to be agen chattels, and, further, that trade 
machinery means “the machinery used in or attached to any 
factory or workshop,” exclusive only of fixed motive powers, 
fixed power machinery, and pipes for steam, gas, and water. 
The result of these definitions is that fixed trade machinery, 
other than fixed motive powers, &c., is excluded from the 
provisions of the,Act relating to ordinary fixtures, and is placed 
in the category of personal chattels. Consequently documents 
affecting the title to such machinery, if falling under any of the 
wae enumerated in section 4, are subject to the Bills of Sale 

cts. 

But section 5 of the Act of 1878, in including trade machinery 
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among personal chattels, and thereby bringing assignments of | void for want of regi 


such machinery within the Acts, takes no notice of the fact 
that fixtures pass with the freehold in the absence of any 
express assignment, and hence arose the question, decided by 
Re Yates, whether a conveyance of land on which there was 
fixed trade machinery was to be regarded as a bill of sale with 
regard to the machinery, — no mention was made of it 
in the conveyance. To be a bill of sale it must, speaking 
generally, be either an assignment of the trade machinery or a 
licence to seize or take ion of the machinery, and the 
Court of Appeal held that it was neither. The mo: , said 
Corron, L.J., was simply a conveyance of the land. It gave 
the mortgagee a right to the trade machinery, not as something 
assigned by the deed, but as annexed to the land, and so 
passing by the conveyance of the land. Nor, in his opinion, 
did it give the mortgagee power to take ion of the 
machinery as chattels. It empowered him to take possession of 
the land, but he could take possession of the trade machinery in 
no other way than by taking possession of the land to which it 
was affixed. In other words, the right to possession of the 
machinery was merely incidental to the possession of the land, 
and there was no power under the mortgage deed to take posses- 
sion of the chattels separately from theland. Such a power there 
would be if the mortgagee was empowered to sell them sepa- 
rately. In Ex parte Daglish (L. R. 8 Ch. 1072), decided on the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1854, there was a mortgage containing a power 
of sale which expressly authorized the mortgagee to the 
fixtures separately from the land, and it was held that this was 
a bill of sale as to the fixtures, on the ground that the power of 
sale enabled the mortgagee to take possession of and seize them 
as severed from the land. It was suggested in Jte Yates that 
though there was no express power to sell the trade machinery 
separately from the land, this was supplied by the statutory 
power a =~ mere | Act, 1881, enabli a 
agee to sell the mortgaged property or any ereof; but 
the Court of Appeal pa thie as Py to the sale of 
different areas Hi the land in lots, and not as authorizing the 
mortgagee to break up the property. 

The result of Re Yates, then, is that where land which is 
mortgaged includes fixed trade machinery, this will pass to the 
mortgagee provided nothing is said about it on the mortgage. 
It does not vest in the mortgagee as a separate subject of pro- 

erty, so as to enable him to sever it and sell it; but it vests in 
im as part of the land, and he profits by the additional 
value which it gives to the land, On the other hand, if, as 
Linoizy, L.J., in his judgment in the case observed, the mort- 
gagee of a mill wants to have the power of selling the trade 
machinery apart from the mortgaged property, he must have a 
bill of sale. 


In the recent case of Small v. National Provincial Bank of 


England (supra) the mortgage deed departed from the rule that 
fixed e machinery must not be mentioned. In March, 1892, 
Srevenson, who was a millwright and engineer carrying on 
business at the Seller-street Works, Chester, granted and 
assigned to the defendants by way of mor all the freehold 
and leasehold hereditaments pope 4 to him, including the 
Seller-street Works, together with all the fixed and movable plant 
and machinery fixed or placed upon the works. The deed con- 
tained a covenant by caxaniont to keep the building insured, 
and also the plant and machinery. It was not 
bill of sale. The mort gave instructions for the sale of 
part of the machinery, and thereupon the plaintiff, who was the 
trustee under a registered assignment by son of all his 
property, dated in 
than fixed motive power, &c., and moved for an injunction to 
restrain the sale. Srreive, J., allowed the claim and granted 
the injunction. The separate mention of the machinery, he 
held, was not mere surplusage, but was an assignment of the 
machinery as chattels and not as incident to the land. Combined 
with the separate provision for insurance, it shewed that the 
intention was to confer on the mortgagee, not only the right 
~~ would have as grantees of the land, but, in addition, a right 
to t 


e fixed plant, and, consequently, a right to sever and it 


apart from the land. Upon this construction of the deed, and | 8° 


having regard to the reasoning of Re Yates (supra), it followed 
that the assignment of the siniibaitty was a bill of tule, and was 


mber, 1893, claimed the machinery other | ¢), 








registration. safe way of 
vesting fixed trade machinery in a mortgagee, obtaining the 
benefit of the decision in Re Yates, is to avoid all reference to it 
in the mortgage deed. - En 








REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 

Guide to the Mining Laws of the World. By OswaLD WALMESLEY, 
Barrister-at-Law. Eyre & Spottiswoode, Sweet & Maxwell. 

Companies’ Work and Mining Law in New South Wales and 
Victoria. A Treatise for the Guidance of Solicitors, Directors, In- 
vestors, and Others. By ALFRED DE Lissa, Barrister-at-Law. 
William Clowes & Sons (Limited), 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORIGINATING SUMMONSES IN TH& CHANCERY DIVISION. 
APPOINTMENT UNDER ORD. 13, R. 15. 
Directions by Judges of the Chancery Division to the Chief Clerks. 


WuERE a Defendant or ———— to an Originating Summons fails 
to appear within the time limited, the time for the hearing of the 
Summons may be fixed as follows :— 

The Plaintiffor Applicant should obtain atthe Writ, &c., Department, 
a Certificate of non-a ce in the following form— 

(Title, &c.) An davit of service of the Originating Summons 
herein on the (Defendant or Respondent, ernie, been on ‘ 
day of 18 , at (place of service) having been filed. Ir 
IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that no appearance has been entered for the 
said (Defendant or Respondent). 

Dated, &c. 

Upon production of a duly authenticated Certificate in the above 
form to the Judge in Chambers, he will appoint a time for the hearing 
of the Summons upon such conditions (if any) as he shall think fit, 
and will issue a notice of the appointment in form a a pe K. 1 ¥. 

A copy of the said notice should be filed in defaul of appearance 
against the Defendant or Respondent, pursuant to Ord. 67, r. 4, not 
less than four clear days before the — 

An office copy of auch filed notice must 
of the Summons. 

Sist January, 1894. 


@ produced on the hearing 





COMPANIES (WINDING ‘UP). 
Noricz. 

By order of the Lord Chancellor, dated Feb. 1, 1894, the following 
actions have been transferred to the Hon. Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams 
(sitting as an additional judge of the Chancery Division) :— 

Mr. Justice Srirurne. 
John Livingstone & ors v O T Bainbridge & Son, ld 1893 L 2,720 


Mr. Justice Kexewrcu. 
The Tottenham Lager Beer Brewery & Ice Factory, ld v Bargen’s 
Restaurants, 1d 1893 T 1,769 
Joseph Gothard v The Bloxwich Iron and Steel Co, ld 1893 @ 2,479 





The London Gazette of the 2nd inst. contains an Order in Council pto- 
viding that the Colonial Probates Act, 1892, shall apply to 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


BROTHERTON v. METROPOLITAN DISTRICT RAILWAY JOINT 
COMMITTEE—No. 1, Ist February. 


Pracrice—Costs—Costs or First Tria TO ABIDE RESULT OY New TriaLt— 
Verpicr ror Piaintirr on New Triat, sur Costs DISALLOWED BY 
JvuDGE. 


This was an application for a new trial of an action for false imprison- 
ment. The action was originally tried before Mathew, J., and a jury, 
when the learned judge stopped the case and directed a nonsuit. On the 
application of the plaintiff the Court of Appeal granted a new trial, and 
colaeed that the costs of the first trial should abide the result of the 
second trial. The action was then tried before Hawkins, J., and a jury, 
when a verdict was found for the plaintiff, with damages one farthing. 
Hawkins, J., made an order depriving the plaintiff of his costs. The 
aaa applied for a new trial on the ground of insufficiency of 


Tue Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lorgs and Davey, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the application with costs. 

The question then arose as to the proper way of giving effect to the 
— order of the Court of Appeal as to the costs of the first trial. 

e case of Fergusson v. Davison (8 Q. B. D. 470) was referred to. 

Tue Court decided that the effect of the previous order was that there 
should be no costs of the first trial. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., aid that this court had on a previous occasion made 
anorder with to costs, viz , that the costs of the first trial should 
abide the result of the second trial. That meant the result of the second 
trial with re to costs. The effect of the order was that the result of 
the first with regard to costs was to be the same as the result of the 
second trial with regard to costs. The plaintiff had no costs of the 
second trial ; therefore he was to have no costs of the first trial. —CounseL, 
Orispe ; F. H. Mellor. Souscrrons, Edward Clarke; Fowler, Perks, Hopkin- 
son, § Co. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucxen, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


HIRD v. WOOD—No. 1, 5th February. 
Lirset—PvBaLicarTion, 


This was an application for a new trial of an action of libel. The 
laintiff was the owner of a row of cottages in the village of Worth, near 
hley, and lived in one of them. Two persons, named Smith and 
Kellett, having commenced to carry on the business of boiler makers on 
fermen about fifty yards distant from the cottages of the plaintiff, the 
obtained an injunction to restrain them from so carrying on their 
business as to injure his property, the result of which was that their busi- 
ness came toanend. In consequence of this certain persons, including 
the defendant, took steps to arouse the sympathy of the neighbourhood on 
behalf of Smith and Kellett ; and it appeared to have been resolved to 
make use of the occasion of a gala taking place a short distance outside the 
village as an opportunity for raising a subscription for them. A placard 
so ease between two poles was exhibited on the roadway near a gate 
g into the grounds where the gala was taking place. On theplacard 
were written the following words :—‘‘ Subscriptions for Messrs. Smith & 
Kellett, late boiler makers of Worth Village, who have been ruined in 
their busiress and their living taken away by the animosity of one man.”’ 
In front of the placard two trestles were placed upon the ground sup- 
g a sheet, which formed a receptacle into which the public might 
throw their contributions. There was no evidence as to od oo wrote the 
words on the placard, or who _ it up on the roadway; but it was proved 
that the defendant took up his position near the placard, and remained 
there for a long time, sitting on a stool and smoking a pipe, and that he 
continually pointed at the placard with his finger, and thereby attracted 
to it the attention of all who passed by. The plaintiff complained of this 
conduct on the part of the defendant as constituting a publication by him 
of a defamatory statement of and concerning the plaintiff. The action 
was tried before Pollock, B., and a jury. The learned judge held that 
there was no evidence of publication, and directed a verdict for the de- 
fendant. The plaintiff now applied for a new trial. It was argued on 
his behalf, that though the defendant said nothing, yet the calling the at- 
tention of the public to the placard by continually pointing to it amounted 
to Fyn -nt- ; and that at any rate there was evidence of publication, 
w the learned judge ought to have left to the jury. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lorrs and Davey, L.JJ.) held that 
there was evidence of publication, which ought to have been left to the 
jury, and accordingly ordered a new trial.—Counset, Waddy, Q.C., and 
Ernest M. Pollock ; Cyril Dodd, Q.C., and ©. M. Atkinson. Soxtcrtors, 
Twrner, Norton, § Smith, for Robinson § Robinson, Keighley; H. Ikin, for 
H. A. Child, Leeds. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


EDWARDS v. MARCUS; TOWNEND, Claimant—No. 2, 6th February. 


Buu or Sate—Invauiorry—Reeistration—Mortoaace py Separate In- 
STRUMENT FORMING PART OF SAME TRANSACTION—STIPULATION FoR Com- 

_ PounD Inrerest 1n Mortacace—Brit or Sate supsecr to ConpiT1Ion— 
Omusston or Conpition 1n Brut or Sate—Biiis or Sates Acts, 1878, 
s. 10, anv 1882, s. 8. 


Appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Wright and Lawrance, 
JJ.) of the Queen’s Bench Division. This appeal raised a question as to 





the validity of a bill of sale under the following circumstances :—On the 
5th of January, 1892, the defendants Marcus and his wife executed a bill 
of sale of certain chattels in their house to Townend, by way of security 
for the repayment of £300 with simple interest thereon at the rate 
specified ; and on the same day the defendant Mrs. Marcus, by a separate 
instrument, executed a mortgage to Townend of her share in the estate 
of a certain testator by way of security for the repayment of the same sum 
of £300 with compound interest thereon at the same rate. The bill of 
sale alone was registered. The plaintiff was a judgment creditor of Mr. 
and Mrs. Marcus, and in November, 1892, issued execution on his judg- 
ment, and the sheriff seized the chattels comprised in the bill of sale. 
The chattels were then claimed by the bill of sale holder (Townend). A 
special case was directed to be stated by a referee for the opinion of the 
court, the parties not being able themselves to as to the facts, and in 
the special case the referee stated that ‘‘ the bill of sale and the mortgage 
were given on the same day and to secure one and the same debt, and the 
bill of sale and mo respectively were both given as part of the same 
transaction’; and the question for the opinion of the court was whether 
the chattels seized by the sheriff were the property of the claimant as 
against the execution creditor. Section 10, sub-section (3), of the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1878, provides that “if the bill of sale is made or given subject 
to any defeasance, or condition, or declaration of trust not contained in 
the body thereof, such defeasance, condition, or declaration shall be 
deemed to be part of the bill, and shall be written on the same paper or 
parchment therewith before the registration, and shall be truly set forth in 
the copy filed under this Act therewith, and-as thereof, otherwise the 
registration shall be void.’”’ And section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, 
enacts that ‘‘ every bill of sale shall be i , otherwise such bill of 
sale shall be void in respect of the wy chattels comprised therein.”’ 
The Divisional Court held that the of sale was bad, on the und 
that it was subject to a condition not appearing on the face of the bill of 
sale itself—viz., the stipulation: in the m as to payment of com- 
pound interest. And they accordingly gave judgment for the plaintiff. 
The claimant (the bill of sale holder) appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Linptey, Kay, and A. L. Smirn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Linviey, L.J., said that it was impossible not to be guided by the 
finding of the referee in the special case by which he in effect found that 
there was one bargain and one debt, but two instruments; and the effect 
of that finding was that notwithstanding what was said in the bill of sale 
it did not contain the conditions on which the borrowers were to discharge 
their indebtedness, for by the true bargain the wife certainly could not 
redeem except by paying compound interest, and, therefore, the 
conditions were not truly stated in the bill of sale, because she could not 
redeem the chattels comprised in it by the payment of £300 and simple 
interest. That being in effect the finding of the referee, it had a most 
important effect on the bill of sale, and in his lordship’s opinion the case 
was distinctly hit by section 10 of the Act of 1878. The effect of the 
registration of the bill of sale being void did not render the bill of sale 
void altogether but only void as a security for the chattels comprised 
therein. Reliance had been placed by the appellant on the remarks of 
James, L.J., in Ex parte Collins, Re Lees (L. R. 8 Ch. App at p. 372), 
where in dealing with the words of the Bills of Sale Act, 1854, he said “‘a 
condition in every case denotes something which prejudicially affects the 
interests of the donee,’’ but the document jm to in that case was not 
a condition at all and the title of the ae there did not depend on 
it, and, therefore, in his lordship’s opinion decision in that case was 

rfectly correct, although he did not think the above statement of 

ames, L J., was correct, use in his lordship’s opinion anything which 
affected the interests of either party—either donor or donee—was a 
condition. That was the view taken by the Court of ‘got in Counsell v. 
London and Westminster Loan and Discount Co. (36 W. R. 53; 19 Q. B. D. 
512), and in his view that case governed the present case. 

Kay, L.J., concurred, and said that the Court of Ap in Heseltine v. 
Simmons (41 W. R. 67; 1892, 2 Q. B. 547) decided that section 9 of the Bills 
of Sale Act, 1882, did not contain anything requiring accuracy of statement 
of the consideration, or a statement of whole bargain. Those two 
things were provided for in eection 10 of the Act of 1878, and the effect of 
the registration of a bill of sale being void under section 10 of the Act of 
1878, was, with respect to bills of sale for securing money, to render 
them void under the Act of 1882, so far as regards the c comprised 
in such bill of sale. If, therefore, the bill of sale in the present case was 
given subject to a condition not written on the same paper as the bill of 
sale itself, then the bill of sale was bad as to the chattels comprised in it. 
It was argued on behalf of the a t that the words in section 10, 
‘* subject to any condition,’’ meant only a condition against the grantee 
and in favour of the grantor, and that the condition in the present case 
omitted from the bill of sale was a condition in favour of the grantee and 
_ mg the grantor. But the appellant’s counsel had been obliged to 

mit, having regard to Counsell’s case, that if a defeasance in favour of the 

mtee were omitted from the bill of sale, the bill of sale was 

, and in his lordship’s opinion a condition stood on the 
same footing as a defeasance. It did not matter in whose favour 
the condition was, if omitted from the bill of sale it rendered 
the bill of sale void as to the chattels comprised in it. That 
view coincided with Counsell’s case. His lordship considered that the 
language of James, L J., in Ex parte Collins put too narrow a construction 
on the words of the Act, and having regard to the facts in Ez parte Collins 
that language might be treated as obiter dicta. The present case could 
not be distinguished from Counsell’s case. In the present case one of the 
two instruments constituting the contract contained a condition that the 
debt should not be oe ne on payment of compound interest, 
but the other instrument (the bill of sale) executed on the same day did 
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not contain any notice of that condition which was part of the bargain on 
which the money was lent; it ought to have contained that condition, and 
the omission rendered the bill of sale void as to the chattels comprised 
in it. 

A. L. Surru, LJ., concurred.—Counsg., Jef, QC., and Bonner ; 
Channell, Q.C., and H. Kisch. Sorscrtors, Victor Thomasset ; Holdsworth § 


Payne. 
[Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Chaucery Division. 


Re HARRIS AND RAWLINGS’ CONTRACT—Chitty, J., 1st and 6th 
February. 
VenpDoR AND PvurcHasern—MIs.teapinc Parricvutars—No MENTION OF 
Apverse CLam. 


Summons by vendor under the Vendor and Parchaser Act, 1874, 
claiming a declaration that the purchaser was not entitled to insist on the 
release of an adverse claim to part of the pop sold. The vendors 
sold a warehouse by public auction, but did not ose in their par- 
ticulars or conditions of sale that the Corporation of Bristol were assert- 
ing a claim to the sole ownership of the west wall thereof, and the 
purchaser signed the contract without notice of such claim. No legal 
pr i had been commenced or threatened by the corporation. 

unsel for the vendor contended (1) that they were not bound to give 
notice of mere claims, even though such claims might end in litigation ; 
and (2) that on the facts there was no substance in the claim of the 
corporation. 

Currry, J., said that in Lis opinion the purchaser was right on both 
points. If the vendor knew of an idle or frivolous claim, it was said he 
was not bound to disclose it. Assuming that this was so, as to which he 
expressed no opinion, it was clearly the duty of the vendor to give notice 
of a claim which on the face of it was neither idle nor frivolous. As to 
the second point, the vendors had not made out on the evidence that the 
corporation’s claim was clearly unfounded, and in the absence of the 
corporation he must decline to go into the question further.—CounsgL, 
Byrne, Q.C., and Christopher James ; Farwell, Q.C., and Lawes. Soxtcrrors, 
Carthew & Wheeler, for Beckingham § Barry, Bristol; Merediths, for Francis 
Sturge, Bristol. : 

[Reported by G. Rew.anp Atston, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re LLOYD, LLOYD v. CHAMBERS —Chitty, J., lst February. 


Wu1t—Sprrcirric Brqursr—Batance or Current Account at Bank— 
Lerrer or Apvice rrom Brancu Orrice 1x Transit at Tre or 
DEATH. 


A will contained the following provision and specific bequest—viz., 
‘*T desire to be buried in the Highgate Cemetery; the expenses of the 
funeral, the costs of the grave and tombstone, with a simple inscrip- 
tion of the day of my birth and the date of my death thereon, to 
provided out of my current account with the Agra Bank, 35, Nicholas- 
lane, or any other bank in England at which I may have a cur- 
rent account at the time of my death, and if there be any of such 
current account still left after my funeral expenses and expenses 
of my grave and tombstone have been met then I leave and ueath in 
equal shares such remainder sum to my two nephews, A. Lloyd and E. 

oyd.’’ The testator died on the Ist of October, 1892, having at the time 
a current account at the Agra Bank, but at no other bank in ‘ 
He had, however, a floating account at the Indian branch of the Agra 
Bank, and pursuant to his directions the Indian branch on the 21st of 
September, 1892, sent a letter of advice to the head office, Nicholas-lane, 
directing them to credit the testator with a sum of £936 4s. received by 
the branch for him in India. This letter, which was in transit on the Ist 
of October, was received by the head office on the 10th of October, and the 
amount credited on the 11th of October to the testator’s account, though 
the bank knew of hisdeath. The specific legatees took out a summons, 
claiming to be entitled to this sum, contending that constructively or by 
operation of law it became of the current account at the English 
branch directly the letter of advice was ed. The letter of advice 
assumed that there were funds in the office to meet the advice. A 
debt of course had no locality in itself, but took the Ny! of the debtor, 
here, the head office : Attorney-General vy. Pratt (22 W. BR. 615, L. R. 9 Ex. 
140 (vide especially judgment of Pigott, %) Cases of transmission of specie 
or of chattels, as in Lord Brooke v. Earl (2 De G. & Sm. 425), were 
different. Here the actual debt was transmitted instantaneously, and 
the branch office freed from liability wm Fpeny Lon the testator’s instruc- 
tions, though doubtless the testator could not have drawn on the amount 
until the elsine, i.e, the evidence of the debt, was received, the debt itself 
being debitum in presenti when the advice was posted but solvendum in futuro 
“— the advice was received and oes smeres pou 2» A icin 

HITTY, J., said he could eee no culty 0: 
the bequest. In his opinion it was a bequest of the balance standing to 
the credit of the testator’s account at the time of his death, subject to 
certain payments thereout. The £936 4s. was not credited at the 
time of the testator’s death. The fact that the bank would not have 
been bound to honour a cheque drawn on this account on the Ist of 
October was a fair test. A bequest of this kind was no doubt dangerous, 
because it de; on the state of things at the time of the death. This, 
however, was the testator’s intention. The current account was ipso facto 
closed at the time of the death, and money received after that period, 
though the testator’s in transit, ought to go the credit of his executors. 


wresne ‘aot aoe If the testator had sent £50 in gold 
bank and before it was paid in, that money not pass. Soa 
bequest of money in a desk would not money in a servant’s hands on 
the way to be placed in the desk. 

standing to the cool of § cushend Gigonihh en Gulp a MA, ab ae an 
ieee cena ape Str at be ae Besos 

s.—CovuNsEL, ; Byrne, Q.C., . Z. . 8o 

Sutcliffe § Summers ; H. Sowton. 


[Reported by G, Row.anp Atston, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re BEENEY, FFRENCH v. SPROSTON—North, J., 2nd February. 
Pracrice—Apmissions—PayMent into Courr—R. 8. C., XXXII, 6, 


estate. The plaintiffs’ share had not been ascertained, but the 
down to Christmas, 1892, paid the tenant for life an annual sam by way 
income. Not being able to obtain from the defendant any accounts or 
further payment, the tenant for life, in October, 1893, instructed her 
solicitors to recover the money. The solicitors wrote to the defendant, 
who, after some correspondence, called at their office on the 17th of 
November, 1893, when he saw the solicitors’ clerk. 

to the clerk's evidence it 
which took place, the defen 
he said amounted to about £535) was uninvested, and that 
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sions made by the defendant were sufficient to enable 
payment in under ord. 32, r. 6.’ The defendant did not ap) 

Norrn, J., said that, in his opinion, 
Appeal in Hollis v. Burton (1892, 3 Ch. 
cases of London Syndicate v. Lord (8 Ch. D, 84) and Freeman v. Cox 
148), and that there was nothing in the rule which necessitated 
admission should be in writing. His lordship 
this case, as disclosed by the affidavits filed on be’ 
which had been served on the defendant and which 
answer, constituted a sufficient admission, and he according’ 
order asked for.—Counsrt, 8S. Druce. Sorscrrors, Gamlen § 
Cottrell & Son, Birmingham. 

{Reported by C. F. Duwcas, Barrister-at-Law.| 
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Winding-up Cases. 
Re LANDS ALLOTMENT 00.—O. A. No. 2, 2nd February. 


Company —Winpinc vup—Drrectors—Misreasance—Srarvure or Lawrra- 
Trons—Trustee Act, 1888, ss. 1, 8—Compantes (Winpino-vP) Acr, 1890, 


s. 10. 
J., reported ante, p.129. The 
eben directors F 


aire, mind toe ae 
first a " 

aor Me wetted to tein of money of the company under 
their control and which had been pale A rah Bompedarory sa y/ if 
they could be so treated, whether they were to rely on section § of 
the Trustee Act, 1888 (w’ section is not repealed by 
1893), enabling trustees to claim the benefit of any Statute of Limitations. 


This section enacts that ‘In a oe el cee the te 
trustee or any person claiming through bim, where the, is 
founded upon any nt ee oped 

or privy, or recover trust property proceeds 
still betatned by the ‘ the trustee 
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y trustee, or previously received by and 

erted to his use, the follo shall ; All 
ond peitiieges comianal Be erectiat ail te enjopel in 
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the Lands Allotment Co. -up shares in Building Securitin Co 
to theamoantof £0,00, in saaction of Hobbet debt, oo oor oe 


accepted by the directors of the Lands Allotment Co. 
referred ton the balance-chest of thes ComRONE Eaves 7 March, 1885), as 
ting of the Lands Allotment Co, held in Apel, 1885, at which 
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directors of that some of the respondents to these 
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Money paid in by a stranger to the testator’s account after his death 
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sheet, stated that it was the amount paid by the Building Securities Co. 
in respect of an estate purchased from the Lands Allotment Co. In July, 
1889, at a wees A of directors of the Lands Allotment Co. (at which, 
however, noue of the present respondents were present) it was resolved to 
“pply for 1,040 more shares in the Building Securities Co., and in October, 
1889, at another meeting of the directors (at which the respondents Brock 
id were present) the minutes of the meeting of July, 1889, 
were confirmed, and the sum of £5,200 was paid in cash by the Lands 
Allotment Co. for the additional 1,040 shares in the Building Securities Co. 
At the general annual meeting of the Lands Allotment Co. in April, 1890, 
the respondent Brock presided as chairman, and made a speech in which, 
referring to the purchase of the additional 1,040 shares, he said, ‘‘ We 
carefully considered the matter, and having regard to the excellent return 
on our then holding, and our confidence in the management of the Build- 
ing Securities Co., we deemed it advisable that we should exercise our right 
of subscription, and we have since had no reason to regret our decision, 
seeing that the company is paying an eminently satisfactory dividend of 
7 per cent.’’ The Lands Allotment Co. having gone into liquidation, the 
Official receiver, as liquidator, took out, under section 10 of the Companies 
Winding-up Act, 1890, two summonses against the present respondents as 
directors of the company to have it declared that they were jointly and 
severally liable to make good to the assets of the company the above-men- 
tioned sums of £35,000 and £5,200 respectively, which the liquidator 
alleged had been misapplied by the respective respondents. ‘The first 
summons related to the £35,000, and the second summons to the £5,200. 
Wright, J., dismissed the first summons on the ground that, even if the 
respondent directors implicated in that transaction could be treated as 
trustees in ones of it, they were entitled, by reason of section 8 of the 
Trustee Act, 1888, to the benefit of the statutes of limitation, and as more 
than six years bad elapsed tince the date of the breach of trust, that their 
liability was statute-barred. He also dismissed the second summons as 
against the respondents Brock and Theobald on the ground that these 
two respondents had not been present at the meeting of July, 1889, at 
which the transaction as to the £5,200 was resolved on, and that their 
attendance at the meeting of October, 1889, when the minutes of the meet- 
ing of July were confirmed, did not render them liable for the misapplica- 
tion of the £5,200. The official receiver appealed from this decision on 
th summonses. 
Tue Cover (Linptey, Kay, and A. L. Smrru, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
as against all the respondents except Brock, one of the respondents 
to the second summons, but as against him the appeal was allowed. 
Lyyvtey, L.J., said that as regards the transaction which was the subject- 
matter of the first summons, no doubt it would be w/tra vires if the effect 
of it was to invest the money of the Lands Allotment Co. in the purchase 
of shares in the Building Securities Co.; but the real substance of that 
transaction was that the Lands Allotment Co. took £35,000 worth of 
shares in the Building Securities Co., in satisfaction of a debt due to the 
Allotment Co. by Hobbs, and he doubted if it was not within the powers 
of the directors of the Allotment Co. to take fully paid-up shares in any 
other company in satisfaction of a debt. But assuming that the 
transaction was «lira vires, the question was whether the directors were 
protected by rection 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888; in his lordship’s 
opinion they were. The court was asked to treat the directors as being 
liable on the footing of being guilty of a breach of trust, and yet it was 
urged that they could not claim the protection of that statute passed for 
the benefit of trustees. In applying that Act, regard should be had to 
what the law was previously; and although directors were not trustees, 
yet directors had always been treated as trustees in respect of any money 
or fund of the company in their hands or under tkeir control which they 
had rope and had always been held liable to make good the money 
or fund pplied by them, and had always been held not entitled to 
plead the Statute of Limitations, because they were treated as trustees in 
respect of the money or fund misapplied. Accordingly, when in 1888 an 
Act was to protect trustees and to allow them to plead the statutes 
of limitation, how could it be said that these directors could not have 
the benefit of that Act? In his lordship’s opinion, the Act of 1888 applied 
to all directors of a company, who, having control of money of the com- 
pany 4 mistake or negligence misapplied it; and therefore the Act 
app ied to those directors who were the respondents to the first summons, 
they were entitled to plead the Statute of Limitations. But it had 
been further argued on behalf of the appellant that there was a concealed 
fraud, and that that took the case out of the statute. The misapplication 
of the fund in this case—assuming it to be «/trd viree—was not fraudulent 
in any sense. His lordship could not say that the entry in the balance- 
sheet was inconsistent with the facts, and although the statement made 
by Jabez Balfour at the meeting of April, 1885, was undoubtedly mislead- 
ing, his lordship could well understand that the respondent directors 
might not have realized the effect of that statement; the evidence was 
jar too weak to justify the court in holding those directors liable as for 
concealed fraud in the transaction. On the facts as regards the second 
summons, there was clearly a misapplication of the £5,200, that sum being 
actually paid for the additional shares in the Building Securities Co., and 
the statutes of limitation did not apply, as the misapplication took place 
at the meeting held in July, 1889. Neither Brock nor Theobald, however 
(the directors who were the respondents to the appeal as to this summons), 
were present at that meeting, and although both of them were present at 
the meeting of October, 1889, when the resolution passed at the April 
meeting was confirmed, his lordship did not think that that alone would 
render them liable for the misapplication. He knew of no authority for 
the proposition that a director, not a y to any misapplication of the 
com *s funds, should be held liable because he had not afterwards 
upset what had been done. In exonerating Theobald, therefore, the jud 
below had acted quite rightly. But as regards Brock, the case was dif- 





ferent ; having regard to the fact that he occupied the position of chair- 
man at the further meeting of April, 1890, and to his own statement made 
in his speech at that meeting, he had so mixed himself up with, and taken 
such an active part in, the transaction that he ought to be made 
liable for it. The appeal should therefore be allowed as against 
Brock. 

Kay, LJ., said that he would not decide whether the transaction 
as to the £35,000 was u/ird or intra vires, although it would require a good 
deal of argument to convince him that it was ultra vires. But, assuming 
it to be udtra vires, what was the position of directors who made a mis- 
application of that kind? No doubt directors of a trading company were 
not trustees, nor quasi trustees, nor to be treated as trustees in any general 
sense; but if they had funds of the company under their control and 
dealt with thoze funds in a way beyond the powers of the company, then 
they were liable for breach of trust: Re Faure Electric Accumulation Co. (40 
‘Ch. D. 141); Re Forest of Dean Coal Mining Co. (10 Ch. D., at p. 453). 
It had been argued that, as they were only quasi trustees, they did not 
come within the definition of ‘‘trustee’’ contained in section 1 of the 
Trustee Act, 1888. His lordship could not agree with that argument. He 
thought they were precisely within the words of that section, for how did 
this obligation of a director as a trustee arise if it did not arise by 
implication of law? It was asked, Why then did not the section expressly 
include directors? In his lordship’s opinion it would have been quite 
wrong if it had done so, because directors were not always trustees; they 
were only trustees guoad the particular fund which they had misapplied. 
In his lordship’s opinion section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, exonerated 
the directors so constituted trustees, from the effect of their breach of 
trust. Then it was said there was a concealed fraud on the of Jabez 
Balfour, in which the other directors concurred. Where the ground of 
action was fraud concealed, then time did not begin to run until that 
fraud was discovered. But here the ground of action—i.c., the mis- 
application of the money by investment in shares of the Building 
Securities Co., was not a concealed fraud or fraud at all. If the fact of 
that investment having been made had been fraudulently concealed from 
the shareholders it might be that time would not begin to run until 
discovery had been made. If the court were now dealing with Balfour, 
the question would be a more difficult one, on account of his utterly 
untrue statement, and his lordship would not say that as against Balfour 
the argument of concealed fraud might not prevail; but he was not 
prepared to say that the other directors were bound by Balfour's false 
statement. The evidence did not shew that they appreciated the effect of 
Balfour's statement and therefore concurred init. His lordship did not 
doubt that they believed the transaction to be perfectly proper. In his 
opinion Wright, J , was right in holding that the claim was barred by 
the Statute of Limitations. 

A. L. Smiru, L.J., concurred.— Cuunsei, Finlay, Q.C., #. 8. Ford, and 
Muir Mackenzie ; Ingpen; Swinfin Eady, Q.C., Woodfall, and G. BE. Tyrrell ; 
H. Reed, Q.C., and C. E. E. Jenkins ; Marshall Hali and E. C. Moore ; 
Houghton. Sowrcrrors, Phelps, Sedgwick, § Biddle; W. D. Cunningham ; 
Snow, Snow, § Fox ; Beaumont § Rigden ; Linklaters ; E. C. Rawlings. 


{Reported by M. J. Buixe, Barrister-at-Law.)} 





High Court—Qu:zen’s Bench Division. 


BEXLEY HEATH RAILWAY CO. (Appellants) ». NORTH (Respondent)— 
3rd February. 


Lanps Crausres Consonipation Act, 1815, s. 121—Compgnsation—Lanps 
HELD FOR LESS THAN A YEAR—SEVERANCE FROM OTHER LANDS HELD ON 
Lease ror Tuirty YEARS. 


This was a special case stated by a metropolitan magistrate sitting at 
Woolwich. The appellant company were empowered by Act of Parlia- 
ment to take certain lands in the parish of Eltham by compulsory pur- 
chase. Part of such lands were held by the respondent on a lease from 
the Crown for thirty years from 1886. Under the lease the Crown had 
power in certain events to determine the tenancy of the whole or any part 
of the land on giving three months’ notice. In May, 1891, the appellant 
company gave the respondent notice to treat for certain portions of his 
land. No further steps were taken under this notice by either party. In 
June, 1892, the Crown gave the respondent three months’ notice to 
determine his tenancy of the portions of land comprised in the notice to treat. 
In July, 1892, the appellant Seago I tovk possession of the land under 
section 85 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, and took outa 
summons before a metropolitan magistrate sitting at Woolwich to assess 
the compensation to which the respondent was entitled under section 121. 
The magistrate held that he had no jurisdiction, but on an application to 
the Queen's Bench Division by the appellant company for a mandamus to 
the magistrate the court held that he had jurisdiction: see Reg. v. Kennedy 
(1893, 1 Q. B. 533). The summons then came on for hearing, and on 
behalf of the appellant company it was contended that the respondent was 
not entitled to any compensation, except in respect of the value of the 
lands taken and the damage by severance or otherwise injuriously affecting 
the adjoining lands d the continuance of the unexpired term for 
which the lands mentioned in the notice to treat were held. It was 
agreed that if this view was correct the compensation should be 
assessed at £31 103. The respondent contended that, in addition to that 
sum, he ought to be paid “aig, agree for any loss he might sustain for 
damage done to him duri is tenancy of the remainder of the lands 
still held by him under his by reason of his seversnce, or otherwise 
injuricusly affecting the same. The ite adopted the respondent’s 


view, and assessed the compensation at £386 10s. Section 121 of the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, provides that ‘if any such lands 
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shall be in the ion of any having no greater interest therein 
than as a food oy ers year, or foe yous te pois, eal it such 
required to give up possession of any lands so occupied by him the 
expiration of his term or interest therein, he shall be en to compensa- 
tion for the value of his unexpired term or interest in such lands and for 
any just allowance which ougbt to be made to him by an incoming tenant, 
and for any loss or injury he may sustain; or if a of 
be sequicat som tion for the damage done to him in his tenancy by 
severing the lands held by him, or otherwise injuriously affecting the 
same.”” 

Tur Court (Matuew and Cottns, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Martuew, J., said that he had had considerable doubt and difficulty as to 
how the case should be dealt with, and he had reluctantly come to the 
conclusion that the decision of the court in Reg. v. Kennedy concluded the 
matter. The effect of that decision appeared to be that the magistrate 
would have had no jurisdiction to act if any a had been 
claimed in respect of the damage done to the rest of the severed ? 
but the court appeared to have been of opinion that no such claim was 
made, and that if such claim had been intended to have been put forward 
it ought to have been made under section 68. That being so, the court 
were now bound by that decision to hold that the lesser sum for which the 
compensation had been was the amount that was recoverable ; 
but leave to appeal would be given. 

Couuis, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counsgi, Farwell, Q.0., and 
Boyle ; Winch, Q.C., Forman, and Spencer. Soricrrors, Dollman § Pritchard ; 


G. Whale. 
(Reported by F. O. Rosrysoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


CLEMENTS v. LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO.— 
2nd February. 


Inrant—Conrract or Service—AGREEMENT NOT TO sURE EMPLOYER UNDER 
Emptoyers’ Lianrmiry Act, 1880—Begnerit or Inranrt. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from the judgment of the judge of 
the Bloomebury County Court. The action was ht under the 
Employers’ Liability Act. The facts of the case were not in dispute, and 
the amount of damages, if any, to which the plaintiff was entitled were 
agreed upon, the sole question being whether the plaintiff, who was an 
infant, was precluded from suing the company under the Act by reason 
of an agreement signed by him when he entered the company’s service. 
The agreement, which was in a printed form, and which was signed both 
by the plaintiff and the plaintiff's father, was as follows :— 

‘‘ Form of agreement to be signed by members under scale A and by 
the person authorized to sign the same on behalf of the company employ- 
ing them.”” Memorandum of ent :— 

**Tt is hereby mutually between the London and North-Western 
Railway Co. and William James Clements, of Brady-street, Whitechapel, 
who has requested to be admitted a member of the London and North- 
Western Railway Insurance Society, under scale A, as follows :—‘‘ The 
employers agree to contribute to the funds of the society a sum equivalent 
to five-sixths of the premiums from time to time pa: by the employee 
under the rules of the society, such contribution to be paid to the secre- 
tary of the society. In consideration thereof the employee agrees to accept 
such contribution and any advantages to which he may be entitled under 
the rules of the society in satisfaction and in lieu of any claims which he 
(or his representative in case of death) might or otherwise would have 
under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, or any Acts amending it.” 

On the back of the contract were the particulars of scale A and the rules 
of the insurance society and a declaration signed by the plaintiff agreei: 
to be bound by the rules. The paintiff paid a weekly su ption of 2d. 
and was entitled to relief amounting to 14s. a week during total disable- 
ment and toa lesser sum during partial disablement from accident 
occurring while in the disch of duty. The rules pro (inter alia) 
that a claim for allowance might be disallowed if the committee were of 
opinion that the injury had been caused by the gross negligence of the 
employee or by his wilful act or if he would not allow the medical officer 
of the society to see him ; that if three days were allowed to elapse before a 
claim was made by or on behalf of the injured person, he should be liable 
to forfeit all benefit for the time which might elapse between the third 
day and the date upon which the claim was made, and no claim should be 
recognized in any way by the committee in respect of any accident which 
through negligence was not reported within a month from the date of the 
accident ; ‘that the allowance was liable to be forfeited in the case 

rson on the accident register who was out of his house after 9 p.m. or 
intoxicated ; that any person who was guilty of criminal misconduct 
should forfeit all claim to the benefits of the society. The county court 
judge held, on the authority of Leslie v. Fitepatrick (3 Q. B. D. 229) 
the contract was for the benefit of the infant, and gave judgment for the 
defendant company. 

Tue Court (Matuew and Corus, JJ.), dismissed the appeal. 

Maruew, J., said that this was an action brought by an infant under 
the Employers’ Liability Act, the defence that the tiff had 
contracted himself out of the Act. On of the plaintiff it was 
contended that the contract entered into by him was so prejudicial to him 
as to be void, and that, therefore, he was entitled to his action under 
the Act. It ap that it was made a condition of the em t of 
the plaintiff by the defendant com that the plaintiff sho a 
member of a mutual insurance under the rules of which he became 
entitled to com tion in cases of accidents, which, moreover, were not 
confined to those in which he could have recovered under the Act. In 
consideration of their employees entering into this arrangement the 
defendant company contributed Hy A to the funds of the society. 
That was a contract of service, and therefore primd facie for the benefit of 


the infant. Sey yen Feed 
a 


be | Mathews (1893, 1 Q. B. 310), was a case of = 
mere that some of conditions in the eee 

apprentice does not us to say that the agreement is It would 

be impossible to frame any deed master and servant in which there 

any 


dismissed 
Lins, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counse., Minton 
Montague Shearman. Souticrrors, Noon ¢ Clarke ; C. H. Mason. 
[Reported by F. O. Rosixsom, Barrister-at-Law. } 


In the Matter of AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN GREGSON AND ARM- 
STRONG—3rd February. 
ARBITRATION—GROUND FOR SETTING ASIDE AWARD—VIEW HELD ny ARRBI- 
TRATOR IN PRESENCE OF ONE Parry ONLY. 
a on behalf of Gregson to set aside an award in an 
on the that the arbitrators had misconducted the 
arbitation, and that the award had been im 


i 
, 
: 


had 
the other. That brought the case within the 
would, therefore, have to be set aside, but as the party who attended the 
view was not for 
the award w 

Cot.ins, J., concurred.—Counszt, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and 
Scott Fox Sortcrrors, Coote ¢ Ball, for Simey, Son, ¢ Iliffe, Su 
Johnson, Weatherall, & Sturt, for Marshall, § 

(Reported by F. O. Rosrsox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SALE (Appellant) ». PHILLIPS (Respondent)—24th January. 


Loca, Government—Fiag Encive—“‘ Owner’’ or Lanps anp Buiipmas. 


—EXPENSEs INCURRED FOR USE OF Fing Enguve—Town Pouice Ciavses 
Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 89), s. 33—Pusiic Hravru Act, 1848 a 
& 12 Vict. c. 63)—Locan Government Act, 1858 (21 & 22 Vicr. o. ) 
—Pvustic Heattn Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55) 


Case stated ustices for the Petty Sessional Division of Leominster, 
in the The quasi wee sheen te pean 
William was “‘owner”’ of a farm called Wheelbarrow 
within the meanmg of section 33 of the Town Police Clauses Act, 1847 
(10 & 11 Vict. c. 89), and the Pablic Health 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55) 
with which was on the lith of 


it 1s . The 
February, 1893, the tenant and occupier of 
which is situated outside the limita of the borough of Leominster, 
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alarm iven, the fire engine belonging to the urban sanitary authority | should be handed over to them. The defendant company declined to do 
tor the wail oT was donewhed Walks ca Oo call ea hah wes so except upon the terms of their cloak-room charges paid. e 
in the ——- of the respondent as tenant from year to year. The | cloak-room ticket was issued np er to conditions which provided for a 
charges of fire brigade amounted to £43 18s. 9d., and on the Ist of | charge being made for the time during which articles remained in the 
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an information preferred by the appellant, 
h, against the respondent under section 33 of 
1847, for the purpose of recovering the said 
justices dismissed the information, being of 
against the owner, the Earl of 
e opinion of the High Court. By section 
ct, 1847, the expenses of sending the fire 
recovered from the ‘‘owner,’’ but ‘‘owner”’ is not 
tr ges haamomes pron Rar = yee nes of 
, 1847, respect to are, for the purpose 
in urban districts, incorporated with that Act. 
Health Act, 1875, ‘‘ owner’’ means “ the person 
rent of the lands or premises in connection with 
used. . . .” It was contended for the appellant 
the authority of Lewis v. Arnold (23 W. R. 729, L. R. 10 Q. B. 
respondent was the “‘owner’’ within the meaning of section 33 
Police Clauses Act, 1847. 
(Lord Corerier, C.J., and Day, J.) held that the re- 
not the owner within the meaning of the section. It was 
that Lewis v. Arnold was decided under a misapprehension. 
in that case were misled because they were told that there was 
mentary definition in the Town Police Clauses Act, 1847, but 
ere not told there was a definition in the Public Health Act, 1848, 
ti by the Local Government Act, 1858. The definition of the word 
** owner ’’ was laid down by Parliament itself—i.e., the owner of the rack 
rent. The — must be dismissed. — dismissed.—CounskL, 
James Corner Arthur Hughes ; Bosanquet,Q.C. Sottcrrors, H. Andrews, 
for W. T. Sale, Leominster; Chester § Co. 
(Reported by J. E. A.povs, Barrister-at-Law. } 


DE MATTOS v. BENJAMIN—24th January. 


Gamanc—AGENT EMPLOYED To MAKE Bets—Empioyment or AcEent T0 Bet 
ror PaincipaAL—Acrtion ror Mongy HAD AND RECEIVED—GaminG ACT, 
1892 (55 Vicr. c. 9). 


Appeal from a judgment of Mr. Commissioner Kerr sitting at the City 
of London Court. e question was whether, when an agent has received 
the amount of a bet e by him on behalf of a principal, the principal 
can recover from the agent the amount so received by him. In August, 
1893; the plaintiff, De Mattos, employed the defendant, Benjamin, as his 
_ to make bets for him. Benjamin rayne end furnished De Mattos 

th an account shewing a balance due to De Mattos of £15 2s. 8d. Ben- 
jamin not having paid any of that money to De Mattos, the latter brought 
an action in the City of London Court against Benjamin for money had 
and received. Mr. Commissioner Kerr gave judgment for Benjamin, the 
defendant, holding that the plaintiff, De Mattos, was deprived by the 
operation of the statutes 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109 and 55 Vict. c. 9 of his right 
to recover the money. The plaintiff now moved that the judgment of 
Mr. Commissioner Kerr might be set aside, and that judgment might be 
entered for the ° gang for the amount claimed and costs. By the Gaming 
Act, 1892 (55 Vict. c. 9), it is enacted that ‘‘ any promise, express or 
implied, to pay any person any sum of money paid by him under or in 
respect of any contract or ment rendered null and void by the Act of 
the and ninth Victoria, chapter one hundred and nine, or to pay 
any of money by way of commission, fee, reward, or otherwise in 
respect of any contract, or of any services in relation thereto or in 
connection therewith shall be null and void, and no action shall be brought 
or maintained to recover any such sum of money.”’ 

Tue Covrr (Lord Corenipes, C.J., and Day, J.) held that the judgment 
must be reversed. The Gaming Act, 1892, said what was reasonable and 
right. It made all parts of the transaction included in its scope, 
including the act of a person who, as a commission agent, effected an 
illegal contract. ‘That was perfectly right and reasonable. But it did not 
enable a person who had received money upon behalf of another to retain 
it for his own use. It did not go on to enact that if B. received money 
from A. to pay over to C., B. would be entitled to put it into his own 
pocket. There must be judgment for the plaintiff. Judgment for the 
plaintiff.—Counssi, FE. H. Carson; William Campbzlt. Soxtcrrors, Day, 
Russell, § Co. ; R. G. Porteous, 


[Reported by J. E. Atpous, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SINGER MANUFACTURING CO. v. LONDON AND SOUTH-WESTERN 
; RAILWAY CO.—5th February. 
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* Rattway Company—Goops peposirgp in CLoAK-Room—LIEN ror CHARGES 


—Trvue Owner. 


The question in this case was whether the defendant railway company 
were entitled to retain a sewing machine, the property of the plaintiffs, 
which had been deposited in their cloak-room, until their cloak-room 

were paid. The facts were shortly as follows:—The se 

was let by the plaintiffs to Woodman on a hiring agreement, the 
price to be by weekly instalments, and the machine to remain the 
property of the By ogee until all the instalments were paid. It was 
admitted that while the machine was in the custody of Woodman he was 
at to take it with him from place to place, and, if he thought fit, 
to it at the cloak-room of a railway station. Woodman deposited 
the machine in the cloak-room at one of the defendants’ railway stations, 
where it remained for several months. The cloak-room ticket was sent to 
the plaintiffs by Woodman, and the plaintiffs claimed that the machine 





cloak-room. The plaintiffs brought an action in the Southwark County 
Court the defendants for the illegal detention and conversion of 
the machine, and the county court judge gave j t for the defend- 
ants. The plaintiffs pot By and contended the defendants were 
not entitled to claim, as against the true owner, a lien upon goods for their 
charges ; such a right was confined to the cases of innkeepers and carriers, 
and depended upon the existence of an obligation to receive the goods; that 
obligation did not exist as aus the cloak-rooms of railway companies, 
and nf be held against the depositor of them, not 

whom there was no contract: Hollis. v. 

idge (4 Taunt. 807), Hiscow v. Greenwood (4 Esp. 174), Castellain v. 
Thompson (13 C. B. N. 8. 105). On the other hand, it was contended that 
the defendants were entitled to hold the machine until their charges were 
satisfied: R. v. Humphery (M’Clell. & Young, 173), Méet v. Pickering (8 
Ch. D. 372), De Rothschild v. Morrison, Kekewich, § Co. (24 Q. B. D. 750), 
Naylor v. Mangles (1 Esp. 109). Moreover, railway companies were obli 
net ror cloak-rooms as ‘‘ reasonable facilities ’’ for the traffic on their 

ilway : Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1854, s. 2; South-Eastern Railway 
Co. v. Railway Commissioners (6 Q. B. D. 586). They were therefore within 
the principle applicable to innkeepers, who had a lien on the goods of the 
guests whom they were bound to receive. 

Tue Court (Maruew and Cotrs, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Matuew, J.—The hirer of this sewing machine deposited it in the 
defendants’ cloak-room, and charges have been incurred owing to its 
remaining there. The hirer did not release it himself, but gave the owners 
notice of where it was, and they thereupon demanded that it should be 

venup. The defendants claim a lien upon itfor the cloak-room c es. 
= gs ok ~ be Logg, or that A hirer was steht be to take a = 

y train, incur what charges t necessary for do 

so. The question is, Does the same principle apply to the cloak-room 
charges ? Hallway companies are obliged by the Act of 1854 to “‘ afford 
all reasonable facilities for the receiving and forwarding and delivery of 
traffic ’’ upon their lines. I think that a cloak-room is one of the most 
reasonable of facilities, and I think that in receiving goods into their 
pee ogy medi are acting as carriers and that they can claim a lien for 
their charges. 

Cotuins, J.—I am of the same opinion. I think that this sewing 
machine must be taken to have been deposited in the cloak-room in the 
same way and subject to the same rights as if it had been given to the 
company for carriage. A cloak-room is, according to the modern 
decisions, a reasonable facility for traffic. If the company had carried 
this sewing machine they would pomeness have a lien for their costs of 
carrying it, and I think that the same ple applies where an article 
has been placed in their cloak-room. They are bound to provide reason- 
able facilities, and on that ground I think that they have this lien 
against the true owner as well as against the depositor. Another ground 
for this decision is that the owners had put it into the power of the hirer to 
use this sewing machine for all reasonable purposes. He might travel 
with it and might deposit it in the cloak-room. The railway company 
had certain rights against him, and I think they have the same rights 
against the owner. Appeal dismissed.—Counsger, Cluer and William 
Russell; R. B. Acland. Sorscrrors, G. D. Wansborough ; Bircham § Co, 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dixu, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re TAYLOR, SONS, & TARBUCK (SOLICITORS)— North, J., 
2nd February. 


Soricrror anp Cirent—Costs—TAxarTIon, 


Messrs. Taylor, Sons, & Tarbuck, who had acted as solicitors for Mr. 
C. Fairclough in an arbitration, delivered to their client on the 27th of 
October, 1892, a list of counsels’ and witnesses’ fees, and on the 10th of 
May, 1893, their bill of costs, excluding the said fees. On the 24th of 
October, 1893, Fairclough obtained an order of course for the taxation of 
two bills of costs ;. the certificate to be given within a month, unless the 

ing master extended the time. On the 7th of December the parties 
a before the taxing master, when the objection was taken that the 
list of fees was not a bill of costs at all, and that the taxing master could 
not tax the bill of the 10th of May alone under the order to tax two bills. 
The taxing master upheld the objection. On the 19th of December the 
rome attended before the taxing master, when he decided that, as 

had not extended the time and the month had elapsed, the order to 
tax was ino ive, and that he could not make any order as to costs. 
He suggested, however, that it would be reasonable if the petitioner were 
to pay Messrs. Taylor two ineas for their costs. Fairclough’s solicitors 


then wrote to Messrs. Taylor’s London agents o to pay the two 


wing —_ The agents answered that they would consult Messrs, Taylor. 
0 


further answer was ever given. On the 8th of January, 1894, Fair- 
clough obtained another order of course to tax the bill of costs of the 
10th of May only. This was a motion on behalf of Messrs. Taylor to 
pata the second order as having been obtained by the suppression of 
mai facts. ; 
Norru, J.—Mr. Fairclough, having received no answer to his offer to 
pay the two guineas as costs of the first order, took the law into his 
own hands, and applied for a second order, no mention being made 
of the first order. my opinion his solicjtors made a mistake in doing 
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utility, and hence it was that at considerable cost they distributed gratis 
copies to the profession. When the occasion arises they may perhaps do 
so again. ‘* Believe me, 
‘Yours faithfully, 
‘James T. Horwoop, Secretary. 

‘*P.§,—As requested, I return you the Memorial presented by som 
members of the to your committee, but I shall be glad to have a copy 
if can spare one. 

US. H. 8. Lofthouse, Esq., 

** Hon. Sec. Bar Committee, 
‘* Farrar’s-building, Temple.” 

There is no difference of opinion on the Bar Committee as to the value 
or necessity of the publication of the Chronological Index, and they con- 
sider that it ought to be published at least every five years. 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
THE BOURNEMOUTH AND DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIE 





The first annual general meeting of this society was held on the 30th 
ult. in the society’s library, Bournemouth, when there were present 
Messrs. J. Ballard, James Druitt, jun., W. H. Druitt, J. R. Eldridge, 
J. M. French, C. J. Haydon, OC. R. Hutchings, C. J. Lacey, H. W. K. 
Rawlins, J. T. Ridley, L. Rumsey, G. J. Piercy, H. T. Trevanion, and 
E..H. Bone (hon. sec.). 

The report of > committee and hon. treasurer’s accounts for the year 


were and passed. 

The following officers of the society were re-elected for the year 1894— 
namely, t, Mr. James Druitt (Christchurch); vice-presidents, 
Messrs. H. oe Aldridge (Bournemouth) and Risdon D. Sharp 
mage and hon. treasurer and secretary, Mr. Edward H. Bone. 
Messrs. D. W. Preston, H. T. Trevanion, and J. M. French were elected 
members of the committee, on retirement, in accordance with the rules, 
of Messrs. Preston, Trevanion, and W. H. Druitt, the last-named not 
offering himself for re-election. Messrs. H. W. K. Rawlins and L. 
Rumsey were elected auditors. 

From the report of the committee it appears the society was incorporated 
in Fe last, and that the mt number of members is thirty-six, 
and comp: nearly all the solicitors practising in Bournemouth. 

A law library has been formed in connection with the society, and 
over £300 has been expended in the — of reports and text-books. 
The bye-laws provide for the use of the library by barristers, solicitors 
visi! the town, and articled clerks of library members. 

In the evening the members of the society dined together at the Grand 
Hotel, Bournemouth, under the presidency of Mr. G. J. Piercy. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupsnts’ Desatinc Sociery.—Feb. 6—Mr. Clarence Harcourt in 
the chair.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That, in the opinion of this 
see the Budget proposals of Mr. Labouchere are unjustifiable.”” Mr. 
N Tebbutt in the affirmative. Mr. W. 8. Henderson opened 
in the negative. e following members also spoke :—Messrs. Pritchard, 
A. Smith, E. A. Bell, Kinipple, A. E. Clarke, and Thirlby. Mr. Tebbutt 
having fied, the motion was carried by two votes. The subject for 
debate at the next meeting of the a on Tuesday, the 13th of February, 
is :—‘* That the cases of Monson v. Madame Tussaud and Monson v. Louis 
Tussaud (see Times Law Reports) were wrongly decided.’’ 


LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


We regret to announce the death of Mr. Cuartes Francis Moret, 
barrister, which occurred on the 3rd inst. Our readers have for several 
— had the advantage of his skill as a reporter of bankruptcy cases. 

were always admirably clear, accurate, and concise. Mr. 

was the only son of Mr. T. 8. Morrell, of The Grove, Bayon’s 

Park, Lincolnshire, and was born in 1853. He was educated at Chelten- 
ham College and Lincoln College, Oxford, where he graduated in 1875, 
and was called to the barin 1877. He was a member of the Midland 
it. Mr. Morrell was the author of ‘“‘A Popular Statement of the 
Law of Wills, Probate, and Administra 

Insurance 





\ tion,’’ ** A Popular Statement 
of ,”’ “A Concise Statement of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883,’’ and ‘‘ Reports of Cases Decided under the Bankruptcy Act, 


APPOINTMENTS. 


. Hanoip Oxiey Cuamnertain Surrn, solicitor, of the firm of Harold 
& Gorringe, of 5, Furnival’s-inn, Holborn, has been appointed 
Deputy-Ooroner for the City and Liberty of Westminster. 
Mr. —— Bape ers Ph me a 20, Bhar we tell ag bed 
minster, . been a) a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Craw 
qwav admitted in March, 1862. 





Mr. A.zeet Drxon, solicitor, Leeds, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Dixon was admitted in June, 1887. 


Mr. James Drxon, solicitor, Hull, has been ——— a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Dixon was admitted in J uly, 1887. He is deputy super- 
intendent registrar. 


Mr. Wx. Epwarps, solicitor, 16, Bartlett’s-buildings, Holborn-circus, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Edwards was 
admitted in December, 1881. 


Mr. Wm. Frepenick Fosrsr, 4, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inu, W.C., 
has been eae a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Foster was admitted 
in May, 1878. 

Mr. Evwarp Francis Fisuzr, solicitor, 24, Essex-street, Strand, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Fisher was admitted in 
March, 1887. 


Mr. Wa. Axtuvr Fosrsn, solicitor, Wolverhampton, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Foster was admitted in April, 1886. 


Mr. Joun Ropext Gautrer, solicitor, Kirkham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gaulter was admitted in August, 
1887. 


Mr. Frepexick Lytrizton Garezn, solicitor, Knighton, Radnor, has 
been —* Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Green was admitted in 
" 3. 


Mr. Gzorcs Cuanrtes Gauprner, solicitor, 4, Old Serjeant’s-inn, Chan- 
cery-lane, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gardiner 
was admitted in August, 1887. 


Mr. Joun St. Ausney Mansett Gwynne-Garirritu, solicitor, 63, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Gwynne-Griffith was admitted in November, 1886. 


Mr. Joun Patey Hussersry, solicitor, Leeds, has been ? inted 
a Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. Hubbersty was admitted in February, 
1887. 


Mr. Wau. Garvorta Hampson, solicitor, Manchester, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hampson was admitted in August, 1881. 


Mr. Ronert Bertram Jonss, solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jones was admitted in August, 1887. 

Mr. Wm. Henry Jaco, solicitor, Plymouth, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Jago was admitted in October, 1886. 


Mr. Tuos. Wa. James, solicitor, Swansea, has been eens a Com¢ 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. James was admitted in May, 1887. 


Mr. Henry Ernest James, solicitor, Wor m, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. James was admitted in August, 1887. 


Mr. Grauam Kerru, solicitor, Ely-place, Holborn, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Keith was admitted in February, 1883. 


Mr. Arruur Carpen Lockxwoop, solicitor, Chester, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lockwood was admitted in 
September, 1887. 


Mr. Ricuarp Henry Lanpor, B.A., LL.M., solicitor, Wolverhampton, 
has —_ appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Landor was admitted 
in July, 1884. 


Mr. James Grauam Lemon, solicitor, Temple Chambers, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lemon was admitted 
in December, 1885, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Antoun Epwarp Murrav, solicitor, St. Columb Major, has 
been ee a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Murray was admitted in 
June, 1887. 


Mr. Cuas. Eowarp Artuur Moore, solicitor, Leominster, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Moore was admitted in July, 
1887. He is coroner for the county of Hereford, clerk to the count; 

istrates Leominster Division, clerk to the borough magistrates, cler' 
to the Highway District Board, and clerk to the Shobdon Charity. 


Mr. James Pomeroy, solicitor, Bristol, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Pomeroy was admitted in February, 1887. 

Mr. Argruur Erxnest Guy Parrcuarp, solicitor, Birmingham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pritchard was admitted in 
9 1887. 

Mr. Joun Empson Torris Poxzarp, solicitor, Norwich, has been ap- 

inted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pollard was admitted in Novem- 

r, 1887. 

Mr. Artruur Brown Porrsr, solicitor, Lincoln, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Porter was admitted in Michaelmas, 1882. 

Mr. Ausgat Epwarp Papnock, solicitor, Stone, Staffordshire, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Paddock was admitted in 
February, 1887. 

Mr. Percy Firzroy Rovsz, solicitor, 15, Philpot-lane, E.C., has been 
— a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rouse was admitted in May, 
1886. 


Mr. Cuartes Locx Ruppocx, M.A. Oxon., solicitor, Ripponden, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ruddock was admitted in 
August, 1887. 

Mr. Tuzorumvus Haynes Rzzp, solicitor, 60, epg eo Lome W.C., has 
been ee ee ee Mr. was admitted in 
June, ; 
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Mr. Cecu, Joun Rawson, solicitor, 47, ey Broad-street, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. * Rawlinson was admitted 
in May, 1887. 


Mr. Gzoror Heasext Reynowps, solicitor, Chester, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Reynolds ae ae 1878. 


Mr. Epwarp Rostnson, solicitor, 59, Ch -lane, W.O. 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Robinson was Waiwibted in De- 
cember, 1887. 


Mr. Wriuitam Witxryson Starter, B.A. Camb., solicitor, Manchester’ 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Slater was admitted 
in June, 1883. 


Mr. Tuomas Sproat, solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Sproat was admitted in January, 1887, after 
passing the Final Examination with honours. He is a notary. 


Mr. Dovetas Quinrzr Street, B.A. Camb., solicitor, sieapett,: has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Steel was admitted in August, 
1881. 


Mr. Epwarp Joun Sroxzs, solicitor, 7, Furnival’s-inn, has been ap- 
_ a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Stokes was admitted in August, 
88 


Mr. Samuet Srrover, solicitor, West Hartlepool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Strover was admitted in Novem! Lew 
He is registrar and high bailiff of the county court, and registrar ‘ot the 
High Court. 


Mr. Tuomas Sruarr, solicitor, Manchester, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Stuart was admitted in January, 1887. 


Mr. Frepx. Wm. Sronzuam, solicitor, 151, Fenchurch-street 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Stoneham was waited in in 
April, 1884. 

Mr. Wo. Swarns, solicitor, Halifax, has been a) ted a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Swaine was admitted in August, 1887. 


Mr. Frepericx Srevens, solicitor, Reading, has been 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Stevens was admitted in 
Deputy Town Clerk of Reading. 


Mr. Ricuarp Sanprorp, solicitor, Shrewsbury, has been a) a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sandford was admitted in A’ » 1887. 


Mr. James Asuuey Brvrorp Suvre, solicitor, Birmingham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. ‘Shute was admitted in 
Toadies: 1884. Mr. Shute is a commissioner to take acknowledgments 
of married women for the High Court, Fort William, Bengal. 


Mr. Rosert Tweepy Smrru, solicitor, 61, Carey-street, W.C., has been 
——— a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Smith was admitted in July, 
1887. 


Mr. Wm. Exnest Terizy, solicitor, Bradford, has been appointed a 
See for Oaths. Mr. Tetley was admitted in Poosmber 
882. 


Mr. Arexanper Trorrsr, solicitor, Lincoln, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Trotter was admitted in February, 1882, 
after passing the Final Examination with honours. He is deputy coroner 
for the City of Lincoln. 


ted a Com- 
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INFORMATION WANTED. 


A Missinc Writ of late James Smumons, which was left in 1872 at a 
solicitor’s office somewhere in the City. If anyone has found it a hand- 
some reward will be made to him.—Apply to W. Simmons, Esq., Field- 
end, Shotter Mill, Surrey. 


GENERAL. 


Mr. Choate, the New York attorney, ge the Albany Law Journal, 
having arrived at the old- -sighted age, did n it, or did not 
wish to commence the use of glasses. In ~ Be dh a cause he had diffi- 
culty in seeing his notes, and in order prejull to decipher his manuscript 
kept holding his paper further and further On one occasion this so 
annoyed the judge that he at last burst out with: “Mr. Choate, I would 
— you to get one of two things—either a pair of tongs or a pair of 
glasses.’ 








The Orient Co. commence their programme of pleasure cruises for 1894 
with the Garonne, which is announced to leave London on _ the 22nd inst., 
for a cruise to Portugal, Morocco, the Belearic Isles, Sicily, Palestine, 
Egypt, and Algeria. The shi calls at Nice on the 7th ‘of March, so that 
passengers who prefer to embark there may delay their from 
London until the 6th of March. About a fortnight will in 
Palestine, thus affording time to visit Damascus, Jerusalem, em, 
Jericho, and the Jordan. At Alexandria there will be a stay of five re 
for gers to |visit Cairo. Malta, Algiers, and Gibraltar are touched at 
~ = way home, and the ship arrives again in London on the 19th of 

pril. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or Reoisrzans tm Atrenpaxce on 





ArpzaL CovatT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
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Ward Bowes Godfrey 
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Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
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Rolt Pugh 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
DEATHS. 
Baxer.—Feb. 4, at his Sane, Roseneath, Newton Abbot, Devon, Robert Montague 
Baker, solicitor, aged 58. 


Mayor ao ety els sentiionsn, [ho Hast, 100, Baaio-quesn, W-. Gemge Mayor 


A ype 
— at Francis Morrell, barrister-at-law, 
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—Feb. 2, at Abbott’s, John Leonard Solicitor, of Ross, 
ig ee a} 8, Piddoche, , 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faivax, Feb. 2. 
JOINT EER ee 


P*Weneniny Heb tt Bidroe rennet lan 90, directed to be heard ci 
ing must ot ister than 6 o'dlock of Feb 1; 
ee 


for petners. Nice of appearing must reach the 
Inter than 6 o'clook in Eh afteranon of Feb 15 


Es 


CastLe Everex Coat Co, ave sousived, on or before 22, to 
their names and addresses, and particulars of aubte or dates, to Gibson, 
72, Chureh st, West Hartlepool. J. & R. D. Proud, Bishop Auckland, solors for liqui- 

Pee & ©, Eee Petn for pegsettes Se Ki, Givasted te be henna. 

Leave > are solor for petner. as { sppearing 
Ee later than 6 o’clock in ) oeanoen of Te 

i ft Lm tam ow he AB. 28, to send 

a dain to Bi Sidney Cronk, 
; March 16, to 

Wesr Ixpia ee ay Fe ae _ > 

Mactaggart Grant, 63, . 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
a or Serton Prorsstaut Sick awp Buriat Society, St. Peter’s School, Sackville st, 


lan 27 
a... x's Bates Lovor, National United Order of Free Gardeners, Imperial Hotel, 
orvan Gude of ‘Shepherds, Imperial Hotel, Southborough, Keat, 
seta “Baorusss Fasxxoir Socterr, Duke of Suffolk Tavern, Brandon st, Walworth 
an 


London Gasette.—Tuxspay, Feb. 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Lourep m CHANCERY. — 
Cc. & Co, Linrren—Petn for Jan 81, directed to be heard on 
aves Lorr Pomme Mme 


Feb 14. More, 4, F Wotiee of appearing must 
Ha not later than 6 cloak in the afternoon of Fe 18 
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heard on Feb 14. Clarke, 31, Great shh of 
heard on Feb 1. Gharbi, Gress Sar in 183 
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FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Evax aB Bevan Lopas, %. O. True Ivorites, St. David’s Unity, Welcome to Town Inn, 
Neath, Glamorgan. Jan . 


pe Gerken nes 
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PERSKVERANCE Terr, 1, Fexace B Buavcn, I. O. Rechabites, Salford Unity, Coffee Tavern, 
Rushden, Northampton. Jan 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 26. 
eee Lawresce Hunren, Blawith, Lancaster, Farmer Feb 28 Butler, Brough- 


Aynzs, Eouunp, Hyde Park pl, Esq April1 Smith & Rydon, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bassett, Lovise Hamuer, 8 Norwood, Widow Feb 28 Pitman & Son, Clements lane 
Bare, Witt1am Garrap, Yardley, Worcester, Gent Feb 19 Isaac & Co, Birmingham 
Bitisox, Witiiam, Loughborough, Clerk Feb12 Deane & Hands, Loughborough 
Buackx, Rosert, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler Feb 23 Sefton, Liverpool 
Brockiesayx, Gzorce, Anerley Feb 24 Newbon & Co, Doctor’s Commons 

Browne, Mania, Blandford, Dorset, Widow March25 Haigh, Coleman st 

Campion, Joux, Melbourne, Derby, Gent Feb 28 Snape, Derby 

CLELAND, James, Clifton, Gent Feb 28 John Miller & Son, Bristol 

Coorer, Jonx Wituiam, Bray, Esq March5 J A & RO Cooper, Bray 

Dasiex, Mrs Danxey Ksiout Jane Stewart, Westbourne ter, Widow March 3 Burges, 


Dickens, Rosert Arcaipaip, Woodford, Stafford Feb 24 Neve & Co, Wolverhampton 
Dowxix, Bryan, Blackheath, Esq Feb 28 Street & Co, 27, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Exvey, Sir Gzorcr Jos, Windlesham, Surrey March 20 Hallowes & Carter, Bedford row 
ieee Many Janz, Thornley-lane Ends, Durham Feb 15 Stillman & Booth, Bishop 


Grant, ALexanper Dunpar, Roehampton, Gent March 20 Paige & Grylls, Redruth 
oe Henry, Sutton on the Forest, Yorks, Farmer Marl0 Cowling & Swift‘ 


Hatiows, Freperick James, Whetstone, Actuary Mar 10 Scott & Co, Queen st 
Hawsvury, Atzeret Geonce, Trull, Brewer Mari Kite & Broomhead, Taunton 
Wituiam, Richmond, Provision Dealer Feb 7 Faithful & Owen, 
Henry, Great Yarmouth, retired Blockmaker Feb 24 Harmer & 


Great Yarmouth 
Homes, Heaton, York April5 Hutchinson & Sons, Bradford 


Juxipzr, Rosert, Mundesley, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 26 Goodchild, Norwich 

Kegr, James Geonce, Liverpool, Pawnbroker March 1 Pennington & Higson, Liver- 
Kiax, Joux, Whaley Bridge, Chester, Surveyor March 6 Johnsons, Stockport 

me ~ IsapetLa Catuentxe, Sutton, Surrey, Spinster Feb 19 Walls & Co, Old 


Laasy, Rosust Ezy, Lincoln, Printer March3 Betteley, Finsbury circus 

Loscomse, Exizasetu CatTuenine, Park sq, Spinster March 12 Garrard & Co, Suffolk 
Lott, Fa Walton on Thames, Solicitor March 10 Welman & Sons, Southampton 
——— Witt1am, Murston, Kent, Licensed Victualler March 8 Farlow & Jackson, 


Marrauve, Many Janz, Hastings, Widow March1 Atter, Stamford 

Mittuay, Witi1am, Gt James st, Solicitor March 10 Welman & Sons, Southampton st 
Marrnews, Marcaret, Brighton, Widow March 8 Baileys & Co, Berners st 
McNeayey, Matuew, Birkenhead Marché Kennedy & Co, Clement’s inn 

Mokais, Faances Gort, Southport, Widow March 15 Marriott & Co, Manchester 
Nicuois, Georce, Battersea, Rate Collector Feb 17 Nichols, Lavender hill 

Nortrox, Henry, Carmarthen, Gent March 10 Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle on 


PicktHaut, Witt1aM, Troutbeck, Windermere Feb7 Grindrod, Liverpool 

Piers, Epwarp Wit.1ams, Southdown, Devon, Gent March 1 Board, Burnham 
Ross, Gzorce, Wetherby gardens, Gent March 10 Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 
Srauttoy, Mary Anxz, Haverstock Hill, Widow Feb28 Purrier & Son, Circus place 
Vavuouan, Georce Louis, Ascot Feb 24 Huxham & Rawlinson, Bedford row 
Watxsr, Samvuzt, Dalston, Licensed Victualler Feb 28 Brunskill, Great James st 
‘Weaver, Hexry Evwanp, Portman sq Marchi W. Capel Slaughter, Austinfriars 
Wasrraman, Jou, Ossett, York March 10 Stewart & Co, Wakefield 

Wurre, Percy Haney, Cadogan sq, Surgeon Feb 27 White, Chancery lane 











Wi xtssox, Gzorce Avoustus, Sutton, Surrey, Esq March5 Leslie & Co, Gresham 


Witutams, Tuomas, Ystradyfodwgin, Colliery Manger Feb 25 Treharne & Treharne, 
| Wittrams, Cuarves, Rickerscote, Stafford Feb17 Hand & Co, Stafford 


Wegeee, Jouw, Mountain Ash, Glam, Boot Maker March 23 Phillips, Mountain 
Youne, Joux, Newcastle upon Tyne April 2 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle upon Tyne 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Jan. 30. 
A.tex, Josern TazaxstTon, Brighton, Bailiff’s Officer March 15 Bowerman, Gray’s 


inn 
Arauxsox, Tuoxas Hurcuinson, Kaber, Kirkby Stephen, Farmer Feb 24 Dawson, Bar- 


Brook, Davin, Rothwell, York, Innkeeper Feb 28 Tennant & Co, Leeds 

Curistmas, Waurer, Streatham, Gent Feb 26 Christmas, Bloomsbury sq 

Coopgr, Hexry, Weybridge, Surrey March 9 Clapham & Co, Devonshire sq 

Cause, Lucy, Bristol Feb 28 Keighley & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

D’Atox, Emma, Soho, Licensed Victualler March 1 Coldham, New inn 

Davseny, James, Bristol, General March 24 Osborne & Co, Bristol 

Devowsuire, Tuomas Harris, Eastbourne, Solicitor Feb 15 Devonshire, Frederick’s pl 
Dorman, Cuantorrs, Northampton, Widow March 12 Browne & Haviland, Northampton 
Epear, Ayn, Southport, Widow Feb 28 Betham, Southport 

Epmonps, Steruex, Falmouth,Gent March Paige & Grylls, Redruth 

Evsrace, Wit.1am, Wingrave, Buckingham, Farmer March 24 Fell, Aylesbury 
Ferrasy, Hexgace, Kingston upon Hull, Bag Merchant March 20 Hall, Hull 

Frost, Gzorcr, Gainford, Durham, Innkeeper Feb 24 Dawson, Barnard Castle 
Ganxrocer, Samvet, Leeds, Ironmonger Feb 27 Ford & Warren, Leeds 

Hawa, Evizasers, Leicester, Widow March 24 R B Berridge & Son, Leicester 
Hampson, Atbert, Appleton, Chester, Gent March 8 Langdale, Warrington 
Heragine, Rosert Encar, Clapham, Esq March 19 Chalmers Hunt, Ware 

Hinscu, Apotex Tueopor:, Fellowsrd March 15 Nicol & Co, Lime st 

Ho.woway, Exizasetu, South Newington, Spinster March1 Stockton & Sons, Banbury 
Howarp, Acyes Juxia, Shipston on Stour Jan 27 Few & Co, Surrey st 

Hunrer, Peres, Fenchurch avenue, Shipowner Feb 28 Worthington & Co, Eastcheap 
Inman, Canouiyve, Poulton le Fylde, Widow March 25 Buck & Co, Preston 

Jongs, Davin, Liverpool, Gentleman March 1 Mason & Co, Liverpool 

Joyzs, Col Rosert, Southwell May1 Salusbury, Leicester 

Lams, Saran Ann, Dulwich March3 Calkin & Co, Furnival’s inn 

Tansee, Fe Frepericx, Brighouse, Stuff Printer March 8 Chambers & Chambers, Brig- 


Lewix, Anniz Fawcett, Kensington, Spinster March 10 Lewin & Co, Southampton st 
Mawn, Witi1am Kempsrse, Bristol, Naturalist Marché Bolton, Bristol 
Magicuier, Freverica Avausta, Hastings, Spinster March 1 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster 


Pgarson, Tuomas Toorrs, Bolton, Gent Marchi Hughes, Bolton 

Powg.., Mary, Bewdley, Spinster March13 Davis, Tenbury 

Rosinsoy, Jane, Halifax, Spinster March1 Walker, Halifax 

Surrxn, Witttam, Abram, Lancs March1 Johnson, Wigan 

Streruesson, Henry, Preston, Innkeeper Feb 28 Forshaw & Parker, Preston 
Srorer, Taomas, Denton, Lancs, Builder March 10 Bostock, Hyde 

Tuomas, Rev Bexsamin, Narberth, Pembs, Minister Feb 28 Roberts, Narberth 
Tarver, Marianse Exizasetn, Surbiton, Widow Feb24 Wharton, John st, Bedford row 
Tipymay, Cuarztes, Ludworth, Durham Feb 28 Watson & Smith, Durham 
Warersovuse, Exizasers, Liverpool, Widow March3 Jevons & Co, Liverpool 
Warernovuse, James Wit.1am, Hamilton ter May1 Addyman & Kaye, Leeds 
Weaver, Henry Epwarp, Gloucester pl March 1 Capel Slaughter, Austinfriars, 
Weeks, Henry, Plymouth, Sawyer Marchi G Gidley & Son, Plymouth 

Weis, Grorcz, Trefriw, Carnarvon, Artist Feb 26 Lucas & Sons, Surrey st 

Wi uiamson, Ricuarp, Modbury, Devon, Miller March1 Royle, Bedford row 
Wixsox, Ex1zasern, Bristol, Widow March 24 Lilley & Mutlow, Bristol 

Wrww, Ricuanp, Fulham, Publisher March 9 Hatton, Strand 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, Feb. 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Cuampers, Bensamin CuirrorpD, 


Carve, Joszrn, Bolton, Confectioner Bolton Ord Jan 29 Mrsacas, Rie ey Bishopston, Glos, Grocer Bristol 
Ord Jan 29 Pet J Ord Jan 30 

Cuapman, Jonn Arnruur, Sunderland, Machinist Sunder- | Hit, fete MB 4 ge Zeger Wolver- 
land Pet Jan30 Ord Jan30 hampton 


Pet Jan 27 Ord Ji 


Bratton Clovelly, Farmer onees. 5 Rosert,  Canteneton Dorchester Pet 
1 an 


A x somes, Denti Brush Manufact Bradford Plymouth PetJan3i Ord Jan 3 Ord Jan 3 a : 
et J ‘an 27 a aria + | Cuass, Groncy Tuomas wee weg ay , Oil av, Moos! * Hi, Electrician Greenwich Pet Jan 
an 30 


ALLEN, eee by a4 aeatie. Tailors’ Trimmer | 
Cam! Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


Arxrison, Coantes Hewny, Batley, Chemist Dewsbury Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 
_—_ Laws, Shepton Ballet, Blacksmith Wells Pet Jan | Jan 
‘an 30 
Bartox, Rosert Grorcr, _ Maher, Lhooneed Victualler | a Prone, Northamgton 
Bayuiss, Henny, Kensal rd, Timber Merchant High Cuurt | Garpyer, WiLLiaM, 
Pet Yan 3 Grd dun 90” id facturer 


Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 30 


30 
Brapy, Sonne mete and Hewry James Syretr, — Malister Peterborough Pet Jan 30 | Macpvonaxp, 


Jan29 Ord Jan 29 


‘an 
Brown, Cuan. 
Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 


Grorce Daxsy, Luton, Musician Luton Pet | Hartey, Wituiam, Church 
Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 Shrewsbury Pet Jan 27 





oucester Pet . 
Bradford, Fruit Merchants Bradford soe, Sheffield, Bailes’ Sheffield eet Jan 30 Pet Jan 30 “< i 


Court 
basen Bideup Rochester Pet Dec15 Ord | Geanam, Josern, Carlisle,Coal Agent Carlisle Pet Jan | Manrix, Henry Skewes 
30 Ord Jan 30 Pet Jan 


Southampton 
|, Coogeay., Frank, Salford, Fringe Manufacturer Salford Jnacoce, Wassiy, Nottingham, | Needle Manufacturer 
Dockray, ALFRED, am, Manufacturer Teeds Pe’ | Jones, Joun Rosert, 
29 Ord Jan iad Bangor Pet Dec 


Jan 31 Ord Jan 3 
Bethesda, 

11 Ord Jan 30 
pponine Rte North- | Lawrence, Wittiam Exroy, aiy, Lincoln, Farmer 
Boston Pet Jané Ord Jan 
enware Manu- howeeee wieasien, Not General Dealer Not- 


‘oe Earth 
gham Jan 29 Jan 29 
Oud ven Lucas, GeorGe, Walworth rd, Upholsterer High Court 


on, Boot Dealer 


‘momas, Copthall yd Stock Broker 
Cert "Bet Dee 21 Ord Jan 
th, Tea Dealer Truro 
30° Ord Jan 30 


and Eu B . Roxton, Beds, Grrcory, Ricnarp, Bolton, Slater Bolton Pet Jan 31 i 
1z4 Brown xton, ST icu ’ Muase, Se rr J lane, Merchant High Court 


Salop, Bricklayer at 5 ovat Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds Pet 
‘an 31 


Preen, 
Ord Jan 27 





Bucktrn ae Wank, Tavistock st igh Court. Pet | Hannis, Samver Louis, Testegee, Pawnbroker Tredegar | Moors, Roserr, Ulverston, Dyer Ulverston Pet Jan 27 
Ord Jan90 Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan Ord Jan 27’ 


Bunty Ani Nowe Kovach, Furniture Dealer Nottingham | ane, Gronor Peres, ee st,Gent High Coutt Pet | Moss, Danxis We, Bees, Cabinet Maker Dewsbury 
1l an 23 


Pet Jan27 Ord J 
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Honge, asoeey. Pe ame Coal Miner Wakefield Pet 
30 

nian Witiian, ‘abe, Baker Luton Pet Jan 29 Ord 
29 


Pas, Georaz, Willesborough, Farmer Canterbury Pet 

Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

Prippocke, Jonx Leowarp, Ross, Solicitor Hereford Pet 
Jan 15 Ord Jan 31 

Reywatur, Exizasetu, Brynmawr, Grocer Tredegar Pet 
Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Roaers, Henry, Penzance, Butcher Truro Pet Jan 30 
Ord Jan 30 

Rocers, Wituiam Epowarp Samvet, St George, a Com- 
mission Agent Bristol Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 

Scantuix, Henry, Bethnal Green, Timber Merchant High 
Court Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 

Sropvzts«1, Samvet Sranisiavs, Brixham, pues Furniture 
Dealer Plymouth Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 3 

Sratia, Josern Ropricvez, Colwyn Bay, , Ges 
Bangor Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 

Srooxe, Joun Barcroy, Newton Abbot, Timber Merchant 
Exeter Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Srorr, Gzorcr Artruur, Halifax, Grocer Halifax Pet Jan 
2 rd Jan 29 

Stroup Bros, Tgminge, Kent, Grocers Canterbury Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 

Tayior, Groroe; West Norwood, Oilman High Court Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 


Tuompsoy, Jouw Braprorp, Nuneaton, Farmer Coventry 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Tonxevs, Josern, Brixton rd, Schoolmaster High Court 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
way, Tom Ke Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet 
an 27 


Wesrow, Le Lg! Stockwell, Salesman High Court Pet Jan 
an 29 


29 
Wnson, Go pi Levestey, Boston, Grocer Boston Pet 
Jani7 Ord Jan 3i 


Woops, Josspnvs, Bolton, Lancs, Tobacconist Bolton Pet 
Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Waraent, Taomas, Shrewsbury, Carpenter Shrewsbury Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


Waicat, Witt1am, Orrell, Provision Dealer Wigan Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Avuizs, Fraanx Grant, Cambridge, Tailor’s tn pemad Feb 
13 at12 Off Ree, 5, gy | Cury, Cambridge 
Arscott, Gzores, Crediton, Baker ’ Feb 13 at 11 Off Rec, 
13, Bedford cir, Exeter 
Beryarp, Cuaries Atrrep, New North rd Feb 12 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Biackmon, Groner, Cardiff, Fancy Draper Feb 18 at 11 
Off , 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Boorn, Hereerrt, Southport, Corn Factor Febidat3 Off 
, 86, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Baistows, CHARLES, Sidcup Feb 12 at 11.30 Off Ree, 
Rochester 


Saves, ig = Euston rd, Silversmith’s Assistant Feb 

sae bldgs, Carey st 

Po Som mer gdns, Hoxton, Timber Merchant 

Feb 9 at 2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Brown, Ropert Freperick, Sheffield, Provision Merchant 
Feb 12at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Burcess, Rosert, Barrow i in Furness, Grocer Feb 9 at 11 
Off Ree, 16, Cornwa'lis st, Barrow in Furness 

Carne, Josern, Bolton, Confectioner Feb 9 at 10.30 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 

Cuester, Grorce Frepenicx, Earl’s Court, Company Pro- 
moter Feb 9 at 11 Bankruptcy bl , Carey st 

Corcoray, Corverivs, Birkdale, Lanes, uilder Feb 14 at 
3.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live: 

CourTNeEY, ALBERT, ‘Stepney High st, > House 
Keeper Feb9ati2 Bankruptcy pldgs, Carey st 

Crass, Georce Taomas Burerss, Southampton, Oil Mer- 
chant Febi13at3 Off Rec Reo, 4, East st, Southampton 

Dyson, ArtHur James, oe Kent rd, Coffee House Keeper 
Feb 9at12 Bankru st 

om, Boe Stes Feb 16 at 12 Law Courts, 

dente JosePH, on Onstie, Coal Agent Feb 16 ati2 12, 
Lonsdale st, Carlisle 

Hancock, Taomas Henry, Redruth, Builder Feb 10 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st. 

Haagwey, Wiuas, Church Preen, Salop, Bricklayer Feb 
9 at 11.30 Off Talbot chbrs, 8) rewsbury 

Herpsox, Cuartes Hersert, Pontypridd, Gas Works 
a ad Feb 9at12 Off Rec, 65, High st, Merthyr 


y 

Jennings, JAMES, ae, Tobacconist Feb 13 at 11 
Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

wes 3 Hamar ALrRep. Comers, Butcher Feb 10 at 4 


& Siege Node 
Kru, as Hic iy, ee Glam, Builder Feb 12 at 
29, prog st, 

cow: is ILLIAM, Lowestoft, Smack Master Feb 10 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwic h 

Lu ee THEovorE ucklersbury, Auctioneer Feb 13 at 
il Bankruptcy tey bldgs, Carey st 

Marten, Jonn Wate: etre lye 4 Dealer Feb 
12at3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bl hton 

iam, A E, Swansea, Grocer Feb a ati2 Off Rec, 31, 

C 


Mettor, Jonw F, Manchester, Baker Feb 9 at 3.15 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Morsgy, Exiza Mary, Wandsworth, sostananane Feb 12 
at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bri 

Norris, Anprew, Pontefract, Coal Miner Feb 9 at 11 
Off’ Ree, Bond ter, Wakefield 
ee ~iggad Feb 9atil Off 

Ree, Castle st, Cante 

Paix, Joseru, ade st, "Butcher Feb 13 at 12 


e, Outfitter Feb9at2.30 Off 

y app, I London Bridge 

Shania, Lorre 4 rrow in Furngss, Grocer Feb 9 at 

> 11.30 nantes % —— st, tg | Angee 
ARsons, Cuartes Hewnry, Swansea, ” 9at 12 

Or Ree, 81 Alexandra rd, Swansea 


Pace, Gomes, Wi 


Patmer, og wok 


Web io at 12.30 NO Bee, Bose ‘ 
aye ag Feb 12. 


nena id "Oc, Rall 
or Ton 
Seam Gwey, 16 at 12.45 


Roserts, Harry , Cabinet Maker Feb 9at3 
Roserts, irae A eee Geranter "Feb 28 at 2.30 
Sauron, Tuomas, Old Beerhouse Keeper eb 9 at 
ee ce, ustinfriars, Stockbrokers Feb 12 
sur “aren ot a Feb 10 at 11 
ot ongers Feb 9 at 2.30 
ag * PER Feb 9 at 11 10, 

Dramatic Author Feb 12 at 


.. . Temple avenue 
Stro> Jouyx ‘ARGON, Newton 
Feb 9 at 11.80 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 


Exeter 
Storr, Georce Arrsu: Feb 10 at 11.30 
Off Ree, i Ansa, Hifi Gro 
Stroup _ ve Kent, Grocers Feb 9 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 


Sparx, James, 


SreruHenson, BO Us 
8 Off 


Tuomas, te Boot Feb 12 at 12 
Of 29, Queen 
Trort, Samu. brag Ironmonger Feb 12 at 12 


Tuaner, Joux, bereng. Stationer Feb 14 at 3 
of Ree, 8, Albert rd esborough 
Wakerorp, sett, Soham Innkeeper Feb 9 at3 Off 


Wes AAC oan Commercial Traveller 

13at8 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Wuetax, Joux, Hoole, Surveyor Feb 9 at 12 Crypt 

Wuirnam, Gzoras Ke Stanningley, Joiner Feb 
9ati1l Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Witiiams, Wiii1am Jon, Cardift, Bedding Manufacturer 
Feb 13 at12 Of 29, Queen st, Cardiff. 

Wricuat, Tuomas, oe Feb 9at12 Off 
Reo,’ Talbot chmbrs, 


Waicut, Wittias, Lancs, Provision Dealer Feb 
13 af 11 16, a, Orval Ta 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Asson, Taomas, py Brush Manufacturer Bradford 
Pet Jan27 Ord Ji 
ALLsy, Franx Preventing Cambridge, Tailor’s Trimmer Cam- 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 31 
Arxtnsox, Cuantes Heyny, Batley, Dewsbury 
Mallet, Blacksmith Wells Pet Jan 


Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 27 

Batt, Lane, 
30 an 

Brapy, Georcs Fraepericx, and Henry James Syrert, 
Queen st, Fancy Warehousemen High Court Pet Jan 
29 Ord Jan 30 


ea Cnaruzs, Sideup Rochester Pet Dec 13 Ord 
Jan 
Broan, aw Euston rd, mai Assistant High 
—— Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan Steet te : 
Broo, Jouy Wilmer gdns, Hoxton, 7 Merchan 
Seen EES ews. fen Sake 
B RL IZA v5 
nOVarmers Bedford Pet Jan 29 Ord J: 
Bosses, doves, Foe Furniture Deal er Nottingham 
Carvz, Joszrn, Bolton, Confectioner Bolton Pet Jan 29 
Ord Jan 29 
Coens Roserr, Putney Wandsworth Pet Jani5 Ord 
‘an 30 
Cc ers, Bensamin Ciirrorp pale Clovelly, Farmer 
“ASiymouth Pet Ord Jan " 





Jan 31 
CHAPMAN, sone VAR Machinist Sunder- 
6 land + soc 4 Ord Jan 30 
TER, mGE FREDERICK. rd, Company Pro- 
"’ High Court Pet Pet itor 18" C Ord Jan 27 


Coos, | ae a Auctioneer Liverpool Pet 
an 
Cees , Conwerius, Birkdale, Builder Liverpool Pet 


Jan 4° Ord Jan 31 
, FRANK, Fringe Manufacturer Salford 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 
Desums,. ALFRED, Ted Toy Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
Garpyer, WILLIAM, Earthenware Manufacturer 
Gloucester Pet Jan 30 Jan 31 
Garner, Taomas, Sh: Mason Sheffield Pet Jan 29 


Ord Jan 30 
Gipson, Jonx, Bourne, Maltster Peterborough Pet Jan 30 


donor urea, Sgn, Matas High Court 


8 Ord Jan 29 
Geauam, Josera, Carlisle, Coal Agent Carlisle Pet Jan 
30 Ord Jan 31 
Gnsz 7 a See, Baker Plymouth Pet Jan 24 
Jan 
Cone, Se SUAne, Bolton, Slater Bolton Pet Jan 31 
» Wis Church Salop, Bricklayer 
v hrwsbury “Pot Jan 27 ord Jat 37 
Louis, Tredegar, Pawnbroker Tredegar 
Rag oats 
sae yy 7 i Seeman, Glos, Grocer Bristol 


=, Wasees Grae sting, Str Stratford, Salesman High 
allington 


Hospone, AnrHv Croydon PetDec28 Ord 

an 

Jackson, Exnest Atsert, Homerton High Court Pet 
fan 4 Ord Jan 29 

Jea Win, Needle Manufactarer 





Maen, Hevny Falmouth, Tea Dealer Truro 
vc unborn High Cour Bet Jon sain in Militia 
Cambridge Pet Nov 10 Ord Jan 29 
Mapes, Sonat, Tenth, OS Teens Leeds Pet Jan 
Ord Jan 
ee, See , Ulverston, Dyer Ulverston Pet Jan 27 
Jan4 ond Jak or ay 


Wits, Luton, Baker Luton Pet Jan 27 
P. J Charterhouse st, Butcher High Court Pet 
“a tlle 
7 Pair, Cardiff, Clothier Cardiff Pet Jan 6 
‘an 
Re , Bur Brynmawr, Grocer Tredegar Pet 
Deo is “Ord Jon 
Butcher Truro Pet Jan 29 


Brixham, 
; a ont ge 
8100! OnN opie Abbet, Tin Merchant 
Exeter Pet Jan 29° Ord Jan 
Canterbury Pet 


Stroup I nll 
ae oe : 
Tomaso Grovanst wansea, Shipowner 

Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan : 





Asxew, Liscard, Commercial Traveller 
Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 29 
Salesman High Court Pet Jan 


Woops, Joszravs, Bolton Pet Jan 
81 Ord Jan 31 
Waiear, Keeper Shrewa- 


bury Pet Jan 90 Ord Jaa 90 


Wearear, Wiiu1ax, Orrell, Lancs, Provision Dealer Wigan 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
The following amended is substituted for that pub- 


Tened in the London Gasette of Dec 5:— 
Faeaxe, Witttam Roserr, Reagent, Cletiier Portsmouth 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Yaruurts, Caantes Henry, New Broad st, Merchant High 
Court Adjud Feb 23, 1893 Annul Jan 29, 1804 


London Gasette—Tusspay, Feb. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


anugy, Hux, Howdon, Yorks, Grocer Kingston upon 


Bauiargp, Parepericx Bouton , 
Feb? Ord Feb? 
eat Bromwich, Whitesmith West 
Bromwich Feb1 body, Rt 


Pet Feb 3 Te . . 


Pont Te Job Master Wandsworth 


em, Vomeuems, Hectic, Baltes Rochester Pet 
Gomneats: Seen 


Cuane, Gaon, Gt Grimsby, Butcher Gt Grimsby Pet 

1 Ord Feb1 

Coane, Bees eee, Samy Sea Dace York Pet Feb 

CLARKsOs, Hi a Northallerton 
Pet Feb? Ord 


Vio- 
ae Ee ttiek Court Pet Boba Rafer ont 1 bien, Seana 
ow gene, Sune ete, Goaeiey, Sages Wrexham Pet 
Busiuar, Hamar, Gadi, General Dele Cardiff PetJan 


30 Jan 30 
Ewsor, W: Furniture Dealer Birming- 


Feb 
ee Ipswich Pet Feb 
annitt, Frep, Bradford Bradford Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 
cn, Deas. Raisin, Sheed, Side Norwich Pet Feb 
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Hewerr, . = Hants,Gent Portsmouth Pet 


Jan 5 
Hovan, Hzyry Sueuixy, Woolwich, Licensed Victualler 


wich Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Hvurrox, Tou, M , Farmer Bath Pet Feb3 Ord 


Ivora meas Winslow, Milk Seller Banbury Pet Feb 
2 


Jonzs, CHaR.es, bony age Hereford, Wool Dealer 
Worcester Fet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Jonna, es Woolhope, Hereford, Woodman Wor- 
cester ‘an 30 Ord Jan 30 
ee Bury, Draper Bolton Pet Feb 
2 
Kixasnonta, Franx, Woodchurch, Farmer Canterbury 
rd Feb 2 


MacGreeor, ALEXANDER Donatp, Wi 
Portmadoc Pet Febi Ord Feb1 

Manxgiorr, Artnur, Hyson Green, Notts, Lace Maker 
N Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 

Marsnauy, ALExanpra, Cardiff, Ladies’ Outfitter Cardiff 
Pet Jan Jan 31 

Morris, Henry Groner, Hill Croome, Wores, Licensed 

Worcester Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

O’Hara, Joux, Nottingham, Grocer Nottingham Pet 
Febi Ord Feb1 Et 

ey Ae ga Edgbaston Birmingham Pet Jan 29 


‘an 29 

Powztt, Davin, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Feb1 Ord 

Rosixson, Wiii1am, Hanley, General Draper Hanley 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Ropwey, Caaries Matnew, Lambeth High Court Pet 
Feb3 Ord Feb5 

Satrer, Aurrep, Ladywell, Financial Agent Greenwich 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 4 

Baunpens, Epwix, Canning Town, Baker High Court Pet 
Feb1 Ord Feb 1 

Sroxgs, Gzorce Antuony, Northampton, Engineer North- 
ampton Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

aig ay Harrogate, Saddler Sheffield Pet Feb 2 


Yea Hewry Grorar, Notting hill, Licensed Victualler 
Court b 1 


Pet Jan 16 Ord Fe 
The foll amended notice is substituted for that 
published ; 
Me.ioe, James Feravsoy, Choriton on Medlock, Baker 
Manchester 


+ Lieut + 





in the London Gazette of Jan 30 :— 
Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 26 


ORDER nee nt RECEIVING ORDER AND 
ISMISSING PETITION. 
Guxnina, Lady — Gratton rd, West Kensington High 
Court Pet Nov 21 Rec Ord Dec 15 Resessn and 
Dismssl Feb 2 


- 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anson, ames, Bradford, Brush Manufacturer Feb 14 at 
Off Rec, 31 Manor row, Bradford 
Ackroyrp, Oxiver, on, Lag pene Broker Feb 14 at 
1 Rec, 31, Manorrow, B 
Auten, D. Feb 13 at 


|AVID. 
12.30 
Baitey, Exua, Howden 
Rec. 


{ Manufacturer 


Off Ree, 1, Berridge Ar 
Yorks, Grocer Feb 14 at il Off 


Hull 
Mallet, Blacksmith Feb 14 at 12.30 
st, Bristol 
Feb 13 at 


Bart, Lewr 
Off 5 


chmbrs, 
Bayuiss, Henry, Kensal rd, Timber. Merchant 
B ao Ww Ler Worsonter, Beerh Ki 
/ENNETT, bone) jouse Keeper 

Feb i4 Talbot Howl, Stourbridge 

sage? Brortens, Bradford, —_ Merchants Feb 15 
ati1_ Off Rec, 31, Manor row 

Pe joanne Northfleet, builder Feb 19 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 


Bucxuzr, Tuomas Warr, Tavistock st Feb 13 at 12 


, Carey st 
Cantina, Roserr utney, Draper Feb 15 at 11.30 24, 
top, tants © Bridge 


CuHamBers, came aon Bratton Clovelly, Farmer 
Feb 15 at 3.30 10, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 
Cuurrsrsuck, Franx Sanprorp, Birmingham, Toy Manu- 
facturer Feb 15 at 2.30 Colmore row, Birmingham 
Henry, Reinga ler Feb 15at12 Off Rec, 
ple avenue 
Consett, THomas a Handsworth Feb 14 at 11.30 23, 


Colmore row, 
Chass, oa ar Day, ¥ Driver Feb 19 at 12.15 
Covutson, Janez, N Jeweller Feb 14at12 Off Rec, 
Gloucester Bank Newport, Mon 
Done Sas Tomas, as Ey meee Feb 14 at 
11 Off ag ay Lyme 
th, Army Pensioner Feb 14 at 
, Licensed Victualler 
Feb 13 at 11.30 
ma Feb 13 at 
yr 

Iron Founder Feb 21 at 2 

+ re 
eb 16 

, Solicitor, Kidderminste 
Hickxix, Tuomas, Upper Gornal, Baker Feb 16 at nN Off 
a Freperick, Bitepin, Grocer Feb 14 at 12 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 

“Contractor Feb 13 at 12.30 


ta hy 
“yy Needle Manufacturer 
set 12 a of Ree, 8t "s Church walk, Notting- 


Joux, Swansea, Tailor Feb i4at12 Off Rec, 31, 
Swansea 
Bicuarp Beamay, Bury, Draper Febi6atil 16, 


‘ood 
Ex 
ae nee se sree tates, Former Feb 


16, 


Lrverr, Ricuarp, Balham, Builder Feb 14 at 12 bss 
Railway app, London Bridge 


I po NIEL, Ni General Dealer 

one atil 0 , Hon. Be Petess Church walk, Nottingham 
8, rd, U) Feb 14 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


Macponxap, Tuomas, avenue, Stock Broker Feb 
15at12 Bankruptcy st 

Makrtix, —_ Sxewes, —— Grocer Feb 14 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Mixxar, Wasa Mincing lane, Merchant Feb 14 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mixcuis, Cuartes Cuerry, St. Leonards on Sea, Lieu- 
tenant-General. Feb 15 at 2.30 Off Ree, 24, Railway 
app, London Bridge 

Meonke "Ropert, Ulverston, ne Feb 18 at 11 Off Rec, 
16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Nasa, " ALBERT, Traveller Febi3at12 Off Rec, 
95, —— ehmbrs, 1 avenue 

Nicuoiis, Ricwarp, , Builder Feb 14 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, 

Pickwewt, Frances, Castleford, Merchant Feb 15 at 
11 Off Rec, Bond ter, ‘Wakefield 

Raves, 5 pawn, ae hain it Grower Feb 14 at 12.30 

Ric be tm me tM, Aberdare, B Builder i 13 at 3 Off Rec, 
65, High st, 

Ricke.is, Joun ro a Lines, Tailor Feb 14 at 
11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Rocers, Henry, Penzance, Buteher Feb 14 at 12.30 Off 
Ree, Boscawen st, Truro 

Rocers, WILLIAM Epwarp Samvet, 8t fgg Boge Re Com- 
mission Agent Feb 14 at 1 Off 
Corn st, Bristol 

Row ey & Maw, Newcastle on ag Fruit Shi; Feb 
17 at 11.30 Off Ree, , Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Savrer, Tuomas, Kidderminster, Bs ere od Feb 16 at 
2 AS Thursfield, Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Sueartne, WILLIAM ALYRED any bg Bookseller Feb 
16ati1 Bankruptcy bidgs, ge, Carey st 

Sistey, Joun Dantsz, Fi ‘ores, Baker Feb 14 
atil 23, Colmore row, B 

Sropzinsxi, Samver. Srawnistaus, B Furniture 
Dealer Febi5at3 10, A ter, Plymouth 

Tarapocnia, Tomaso Grovanst, Swansea, Shipowner Feb 
13at12 Off Ree, 31, Al rd, 

Tay.or, Groner. est Norwood , Oilman Feb 14 at 2.30 

ptecy bigs Ourey 

TAayLor, Seaee. Confectioner Feb 15 at 2.15 
Lecture Hall, st, 

ieee te Joun BRADFORD, Nuneaton, Farmer Feb 14 at 
11 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Tixkier, Joun Bowste, Newark, Bookseller Feb 15 at 
2.30 ldgs, Carey st 

Warnwaicurt, Jan” House Furnisher Feb 
16 at 11.30 23, amore row, 

Way, Tom Curistoruer, Swansea, Draper Feb 14 at 3 
Off Ree, 31, Ale rd, Swansea 

Witsos, Grorcr Levesiey, — Grocer Feb 15 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 48, h st, Boston 

Westow, ia Stockwell, Febi5ati2 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Wotrs, Hyman (Separate Estate), Birmin; , Boot 
ee ae eel Feb 16 at 11 28, Col row, 
Birmin —— 

Wo.re & Hamwonp, Birmingham, Boot Manufacturers, 

Feb 16 at 11 23, Colmore row, Bi 

Woops, Joszrnvs, Bolton, Tohacconist eb 13 at 10.30 


16, ‘Wood st, Bolton 

Woorron, Axx, Walsall, Harness Manufacturer Feb 15 at 
11 Of Ree, Walsall 

Worsecpine, Henry, Great Wiper st, Merchant Feb 
14 at 12 "Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Pr an ae aces ag 

Au.sorp, Tom Hix1, Worksop, Timber Merchant Sheffield 
Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 

Baiiey, Emma, Howden, Yorks, Grocer Kingston upon Hull 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

BattarD, Freperick Botton, Belper, General Dealer 
Derby Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

BAatuarp, Sipaar, Godalming, Draper Guildford Pet Nov 
1 eb 2 

Barros, Rosgrr Gerorce, Esher, Cope Victualler 
Kingston, — Pet Jan29 Ord Fi 

Bares, Fae bY est Bromwich, Whitesmaith West Brom- 

eb 1 Ord Feb 1 

Waswed, Faeperrick, Northfleet, Builder Rochester Pet Feb 
8 Ord Feb3 

Brows, Grorcr Danny, Luton, Musician Luton Pet Jan 
31 Ord Feb 3 

Burns, Davin, Pnctineaibie: Glam, Commercial Traveller 
Pontypridd Pet Feb 2 2 Gnd Feb 2 

Carpenter, James, Walworth, Horsedealer High Court 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb? 

Carrutners, Wiiu1aM, Lancaster, Draper Preston Pet 
Jan17 Ord Feb2 

Cave, Samvuex Parry, Hereford, Grocer Hereford Pet 
Febi1 Ord Feb1 

Crarx, Gzorcs, Gt Grimsby, Butcher Gt Grimsby Pet 
Feb1 Ord Feb1 

Crark, Rosert Day, York, Engine Driver York Pet Feb 
3 Ord Feb3 

Crarxson, Witi1Am, Middleham, Farmer Northallerton 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb2 

Crass, Gzorce Taomas Bureoess, Southam 4s Mer- 
chant Southampton Pet Jan30 Ord 

Dews, Gonos, and Wituiam Dews, Waddersfield, 
Merchants Huddersfield Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 3 


Epwarps, Jonyx Lg be © sates 
Pet Jan 31 Ord J; 
Et.imay, Harry Cardiff, General Dealer Cardiff Pet 
sn fet A atghamy Peratre De 
380) — iture ler Bir- 
af Feb1 Ord Feb2 
Fenton, Wace Ipswich, Shoemaker Ipswich Pet Feb 
1 Ord Febi 
Foster, Grorcz Anavorg, Fenchurch st, Stock Dea'er 
Court Pak eI Ord Feb 1 


Gum Frep, Bradfi mhicberer’ Agent Bradford 
’ 8s 
et Feb 1 Ord Feb1 








Gan, dons, Houkbam, Reler Norwich Pet Feb 2 Ord 
el 
Hous, Mos 
Jan 5 
Hives: Tou, Melksham, Farmer Bath Pet Feb 3 Ord 


Hereford, Wood Dealer Wor 


Jan 30 
See Btsonar Wools Hereford, Woodman Wor- 
Jonge; Hransao Brass Bury, Draper Dolton Pot Feb 
ones, Richarp Braman, 

2 Ord Feb 2 


Kinasyortu, Frawx, Woodchurch, Kent, Farmer Canter- 

M — A rua, Hywon Groen, Lace Maker Notting- 

ARRIOTT, ARTHUR, er 

ham ‘Fet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

MarsHat., Asnxaxpna, Card, Ladies’ Outfitter Cardiff 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 

Marnane, a= pty Ro Birmingham Birmingham Tet 


MeE.ior, James a Gute on Medlock, Baker 
Manchester Pet Jan 19 Ord Feb 3 

Monzis, Hewry Gzoncr, Hill Coombe, Wores, Licensed 
Victualler Worcester 9 ge Grd Feb 3 

Greaves, Shrewsbury, 

Pet pny it Ord Feb 3 3 

Hsp, 5 o ¥em ottinghum Nottingham Pet Feb 


Pace, Gzoras, Willesborough, Farm Canterb Pet 
P Jan 21° Ord oy 4 Th T ae me 
OPE, EORGE, a raveller h Court 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 8 oy ms 
bes, | Pears, mane A Coonts, Sudbury, Suffelk Colchester Pet 
an e 
Roouees We ‘Witu1am, Hanley, Draper Hanley Pet Jan 90 


Room, ET Builder Poole Pet Jan 
Ord Feb 1 


wa Ivo, Maida V: Lace Agent High Court Pet 

Ro ade Ch aa Tyne, Fruit Shippers 
WLEY ORE, e on ie, it § 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 29 


Saree ALFRED, jehavell, Agent Greenwich 
Ord Feb 2 


Pet Feb 2 
Saunpers, Epwix, Canning To Bak: High Court 
Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 pons “ 
Surra, Wittiam Foire Seeusane , Liangammarch Wells, 
Hotel Proprietor Newtown PetJan4 Ord Feb 1 


Grane, Joa Brixham, Carpenter Plymouth Pet Jan 25 
el 
Gzonce Awnruoyxy, Northam En 
Aine Glia — 
a. Pall Mall, High Court Pet 
Grd Ft st, Bookseller High 
Warrwaicut, Joan, House Furnisher Bir- 
mii Pet Jan 26 Jan 29 
wanes, soem, Ee Hoole, Surveyor Chester Pet Jan27 Ord 
Woorroy, Any, Walsall, Harness Manufacturer Walsall 
Pet Jan20 Ord Feb1 


Wnricut, Joz, Harrogate, Saddler Sheffield Pet Feb 2 
Ord Feb 2 


Jone, On Cuanizs, W 
Pet Jan 30 


Mouytrorp, Wiu14m 
Shrews! 


Spokes, 


Terry, 

Feb 1 

a hg Jona DWARD, 
Court Pet Jan 25 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

Feb. eo, Bean, Burnert, & Ex.painerg, at the 
Mart, E.C., a Freehold also Ground Rents 
i cavertiemenis, Jan, 27, and this Weck, 4). 

Feb. 15.—Messrs. Gou.psmtrn, Sox, & Co., at the 
fos pelea (see adver- 











All letters intended fe . publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, i is requested tha 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANGE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Sontorrors’ Journ, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. Od., half law calf, 
5a. 6d. 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
mer cay GOWNS. 
veorte Gowns for Registrars, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law W: Town 








